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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 19, 1959 


U.S. SENATE, 
ComMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, in room 3110, New Senate 
Office Building, at 10:45 a.m., Senator Clinton P. Anderson (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Anderson and Kuchel. 

Committee staff members present: Goodrich W. Lineweaver, 
professional staff member and E. D. Eaton, consultant. 

Senator ANDERSON. The hearing will come to order. 

The hearing before the subcommittee today is on S. 1092 to author- 
ize construction of the Cheney division, Wichita reclamation project, 
Kansas. 

The hearing on the Kansas development is at the urgent request of 
the distinguished Senators from Kansas (Mr. Schoeppel and Mr. Carl- 
son) and Representative Rees, also from Kansas. 

We will hear first from the sponsors of the Kansas bill and Repre- 
sentative Rees. Then we will hear from the representative of the 
able Governor Docking, of Kansas, spokesmen for the Department of 
the Interior, and for the city of Wichita. 

Because of limitations on time, witnesses are requested to summarize 
their presentations and submit complete statements for the record. 

At this point S. 1092 will be inserted in the record, together with 
the report of the Department of the Interior, submitted by Fred G. 
Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, and the communication 
from the Bureau of the Budget, signed by Phillip S. Hughes, dated 
August 3, including the letter of June 19, 1959. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


{S. 1092, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the construction of the Cheney division, Wichita Federal reclamation project, 
Kansas, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the Cheney division, Wichita 
Federal reclamation project, consisting of a dam, reservoir, and related facilities 
near Cheney, Kansas, on the North Fork of the Ninnescah River, Kansas, for 
the purposes of furnishing water for municipal uses, controlling floods, facilitating 
rigation, enhancing recreational opportunities, preserving and propagating fish 
and wildlife, and for related purposes. 

Sec. 2. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the works authorized by 
this Act, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of 
| June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), 
except as is otherwise provided in this Act. 


1 
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Sec. 3. Construction of the project shall not be commenced, and no construc. 
tion contracts therefor shall be awarded, until a contract or contracts complying 
with the provisions of this Act have been entered into with the city of Wichits 
under which it shall have obligated itself to repay to the United States, within 
a period of not more than forty years from the time water is first made available 
from said works, those portions of the Federal costs of constructing, operating 
and maintaining the works herein authorized which are allocated to municipal 
water supply, and interest on the unamortized balance of the amount of con- 
struction costs so-allocated including interest during construction. If any net 
revenues are derived from temporary water supply contracts, prior to the end of 
the repayment period for water furnished from, by, or through the works author. 
ized herein, the construction cost obligation of the city may be decreased by that 
portion of the amount of any such net revenues which bears the same proportion 
to the total amount of such net revenues as the amount of the project costs 
allocated to municipal water supply bears to the total Federal costs of construct- 
ing the pees. Interest shall be at the average rate, which rate shall be certified 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, paid by the United States on its marketable 
long-term securities outstanding on the date of this Act and adjusted to the 
nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum. Upon the completion of the payment of 
the city’s construction, cost obligation, together with the interest thereon, the 
city shall have a permanent right to the use of that portion of the storage space 
in the project allocable to municipal water supply purposes. 

Sec. 4. Contracts may be entered into with the city of Wichita pursuant to 
the provisions of this Act without regard to the last sentence of subsection (c) of 
section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is:authorized to transfer to the city of Wichita the care, 
operation, and maintenance of the works herein authorized and, if such transfer 
is made, to deduct from the obligation of the city the reasonable capitalized 
equivalent of that portion of the estimated operation and maintenance costs of the 
undertaking which, if the United States continued to operate the works, would be 
allocated to fiood control and fish and wildlife purposes. Prior to taking over the 
care, operation, and maintenance of said works, the city shall obligate itself 
to operate them in accordance with criteria specified by the Secretary of the 
Army with respect to flood control and by the Secretary of the Interior with 
respect to fish and wildlife. 

Ec. 6. The Secretary may make such reasonable provision in connection with 
the works of the Cheney division, Wichita Federal reclamation project, in accord- 
ance with section 2 of the Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), as amended, as 
he finds to be required for the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife, 
and to acquire approximately 2,500 acres of land for wildlife management purposes 
within and adjacent to Cheney Reservoir. A minimum pool of approximately 
ten thousand acre-feet shall be maintained in said reservoir for fish life. An appro- 
priate portion of the construction cost of the Cheney division of the project shall 
be allocated as provided in said Act and it, together with the portion of the con- 
struction cost allocated to flood control and the portions of the operation and 
maintenance costs allocated to these functions or the equivalent capitalized value 
thereof, shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable under the Federal recla- 
mation laws. 

Src. 7. The Secretary may, upon conclusion of a suitable agreement with any 
qualified agency of the State of Kansas or political subdivision or agency thereof 
for assumption of the administration, operation, and maintenance thereof at the 
earliest practicable date, provide minimum basic public recreation facilities at or 
near Cheney Reservoir and the cost thereof incurred by the United States shall 
be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Src. 8. Expenditures for Cheney Reservoir may be made without regard to the 
soil survey and land classification requirements of the Interior Department 
ae Act, 1954 (67-Stat. 261, 266-267). 

ec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
required to carry out the purposes of this Act. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D.C., August 6, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C 


Dear Senator Murray: This responds to your request for the views of this 
Department on S. 1092, a bill to provide for the construction of the Cheney divi- 
sion, Wichita Federal reclamation project, and for other purposes. 

We recommend that the bill be enacted and that it be amended in the manner 
hereinafter set forth. 

§. 1092 would authorize the construction of the Cheney division of the Wichita 
project, Kansas, consisting of Cheney Dam and Reservoir and related facilities 
near Cheney, Kans., on the North Fork of the Ninnescah River. Our planning 
report on the Cheney division was transmitted to the President of the Senate on 
July 6, 1959, and was referred to your committee. 

The multiple-purpose development of the Cheney division would provide a 
needed supplemental water supply for municipal and industrial uses in the city of 
Wichita, Kans. Through the regulation and storage of the flows of the North 
Fork of the Ninnescah River, it would also provide fish and wildlife and recrea- 
tional opportunities, substantial flood control benefits, and permit irrigation of 
limited tracts of suitable lands by minimizing downstream flooding. 

The proposed plan of development has been coordinated with plans of the city 
of Wichita. The city contributed funds to the Bureau of Reclamation to expedite 
its investigations of that division of the project. The plan contemplates Federal 
construction of the Cheney Dam, Reservoir, and related facilities, and the estab- 
lishment of a wildlife. management program on lands to be acquired for that 
purpose. Under the terms of the bill, the city would be required to enter into a 
contract, prior to commencement of construction, for repayment with interest of 
the share of the capital costs of the dam and reservoir allocated to municipal 
water supply. The pipeline and pumping facilities necessary to deliver water 
from Cheney Reservoir to Wichita would be provided by the city under non- 
Federal financing. 

Cheney Reservoir is presently planned for a controlled capacity of about 235,000 
acre-feet. Of this capacity approximately 145,000 acre-feet are expected to be 
used for municipal and industrial water supply, 80,000 for flood control, and 10,000 
for fish and wildlife and sediment deposition. 

On January 20, 1956, the city of Wichita filed an application for the right to 
appropriate 52,640 acre-feet annually of the flows of the North Fork of the Nin- 
nescah River. We understand that the Division of Water Resources of the Kansas 
State Board of Agriculture has approved this application upon condition that 
construction of the reservoir be commenced by December 1, 1960. 

To provide Wichita’s estimated water requirements over the period 1960-2010, 
operation of the proposed reservoir would be integrated with the operation of the 
city’s wells in the Teun beds and in the Arkansas River alluvium. Reservoir 
operation would also provide essentially full control of floods at the damsite and, 
although no specific storage capacity would be required for irrigation, the min- 
imizing of downstream flooding through operation of the reservoir would permit 
irrigation of about 3,700 acres of land in tracts susceptible to individual or group 
development. 

The bill provides for maintenance of a’minimum pool of 10,000 acre-feet in 

the reservoir for fish and wildlife purposes, and for the acquisition of about 2,500 
acres of land for a wildlife management program. The fishery benefits would be 
of regional significance, and, because the reservoir area would be of particular 
value in connection with the national migratory bird management program, the 
waterfowl benefits would be of national significance. It is contemplated that 
certain project lands and waters would be made available for management of 
fish and wildlife resources by the Kansas Forestry, Fish and Game Commission 
in accordance with sections 3 and 4 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. 
The - and wildlife benefits of the project have been evaluated at $290,000 
annually. 
_ The —_— of Engineers considers that average annual flood control benefits 
inthe amount of $357,000 can be realized if 80,000 acre-feet of the storage capacity 
in the proposed reservoir are operated for maximum benefits downstream from the 
reservoir site to the mouth of the Ninnescah River. The proposed plan of develop- 
ment provides for such storage capacity in Cheney Reservoir, and operation of its 
flood control capacity would be in accordance with regulations established by the 
Corps of Engineers to assure the desired protection. 
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The bill provides for development of minimum basic recreation facilities at and 
near the Cheney Reservoir, the cost thereof to be nonreimbursable, subject to 
making suitable arrangements for their administration by a State or local agency. 
Additional recreation facilities not appropriate for Federal construction would 
have to be provided with non—Federal funds. Benefits accruing from public use 
of the proposed recreation facilities, it is estimated, would average about $33,000 
annually. 

On the basis of October 1958 prices the construction cost of the Cheney division 
is estimated to be about $18,274,000. Of these costs about $7,022,000 would be 
allocable to municipal and industrial water supply, $4,598,000 to fish and wildlife, 
$6,350,000 to flood control, and about $304,000 to recreation. 

Construction of the multipurpose Cheney division is engineeringly feasible. 
The evaluated annual total and direct benefits both exceed the estimated annual 
costs in a ratio of more than 2.5 to 1 on the basis of a 100-year period of analysis, 
If direct benefits only are considered for a 50-year period of analysis the ratio 
would be about 2.28 to 1. 

Section 5 of the bill provides that, if operation and maintenance of the project 
works should be transferred to the city, that portion of the operation and mainte- 
nance costs which is attributable to flood control and fish and wildlife may be 
capitalized and an appropriate adjustment made in the amount to be returned by 
the city. As is hereinabove indicated, it is presently contemplated that the ad- 
ministration of the fish and wildlife features of the project would be administered 
by an appropriate State agency. In this event, there would be no basis for making 
any adjustment in the obligation of the city on account of the operation and main- 
tenance costs attributable to fish and wildlife. We note that the permissive 
character of the provision will permit the making of such adjustments only as are 
justifiable. Present estimates indicate that the capitalized value of the operation 
and maintenance costs attributable to flood control would amount to about 
$120,000. The bill provides also that wpon completion of payment by the city 
of Wichita of the amount allocated to municipal and industrial water supply, 
with interest, it shall have a permanent right to the use of the portion of the 
storage space in the reservoir which is allocable to municipal and industrial water 
supply purposes. 

In order that the language in the authorizing legislation may be consistent with 
the proposed plan of development and administration of the fish and wildlife 
resources of the Cheney Reservoir area as heretofore indicated in this report and 
in our planning report, we recommend that the bill be amended by adding, after 
line 20, page 4, a new sentence at the end of section 6 which shall read substantially 
as follows: 

“Appropriate portions of the project area may be made available by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to the Kansas Forestry, Fish and Game Commission for fish 
and wildlife management as provided in sections 3 and 4 of said act.” 

We suggest, also, that the reference in lines 7 and 8, page 4, to “‘the act of August 
14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), as amended”’ be amended to read ‘‘the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended, 16 U.S.C., sec. 661, et seq.),” thereby 
referring to that act by its statutory title. 

A statement of personnel and other requirements that enactment of the bill 
aw entail is attached in accordance with the provisions of Public Law 801, 84th 

ongress. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that, while it would have no objection 
to the submission of such report as we deem appropriate, it would recommend (1) 
that the bill be amended to include a provision requiring the city of Wichita to 
repay within 50 years, with interest, 57.6 percent of the cost of Cheney Dam and 
Reservoir, and (2) that action on the bill be deferred until the Congress has had 
an opportunity to consider and act upon the flood control cost sharing bill which 
has been introduced in the Senate as 8. 2060. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and expenditures for the 
1st 4 years of proposed new or expanded programs 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1960 total | 1961 total | 1962 total | 1936 total 


a 


Rstimated additional man-years of civilian employ- 
ent: 


me xecutive direction: 
Executive 


C)erical 
Stenographiec. 


Total, executive direction.................. os 


Administrative services and support: 
Accountant 
REC okds- tek case wectsakcadukiescesseeden 
Property management 
Records maintenance 


Total, administrative services and support... 


Substantive (program): 
R.O.W. appraisers 
Engineering aids . 
NE Ease cadena ak a diggin bamnrwwein 


Total, substantive 


Total, estimated additional man-years of 
eivilian ING vi ictcengnecsneynanens 36 59 


Estimated additional expenditures: 
Personal services $240, 000 $380, 000 $387, 000 , 000 
All other 660,000 | 5, 609,000 | 7, 043, 000 3, 515, 961 


Total, estimated additional expenditures 900,000 | 5,989,000} 7, 430, 000. 1 3, 835, 961 


1$119,039 cost to June 30, 1958. 


EXxEcuriIvE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., March 24, 1959. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Charrmon, Committee on Inierior and Insular Affairs, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CuarrRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 19, 1959. 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 1092, a bill to provide for 
the construction of the Cheney division, Wichita Federal reclamation project, 
Kansas, and for other purposes. 

The Department of the Interior has not submitted its final report on this 
proposed project to the Bureau of the Budget under procedures prescribed in 
Executive Order 9384. Until such a report is received along with the views and 
comments of the affected States and other jnterested Federal agencies the Bureau 
of the Budget has no basis for appraising the merits of the proposed development. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that the committee defer action on the bill 
until a project report has been submitted under established procedures. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puiu 8. HuGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


Executive OFFIcE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BuDGET, 
Washington, D.C., August 3, 1959. 

Hon. James E. Murray, , 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular A ffairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C 

My Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: This will supplement our letter of March 24, 1959, 
concerning S. 1092, a bill to provide for the construction of the Cheney division, 


45497—_59——2 
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Wichita Federal reclamation project, and for other purposes, in which we recom. 
mended that action on the bill be deferred until a project report has been sub. 
mitted under established procedures. 

8. 1092, if enacted, would authorize the construction of the Cheney division 
Wichita project, Kansas. The report of the Secretary of the Interior on the 
Cheney division was transmitted to the President of the Senate on July 6, 1959 
and referred to your committee. Our views on this project are contained in our 
letter to the Secretary of the Interior of June 19, 1959, a copy of which is enclosed 
for your information. 

For the reasons expressed in our letter of June 19, 1959, the Bureau of the Budget 
recommends that 8. 1092 be amended to include a provision requlring the clty of 
Wichita to repay within 50 years with interest 57.6 percent of the cost of Cheney 
Dam and Reservoir. However, since the project report does not recommend any 
non-Federal participation in the flood control costs of the project, it is further 
recommended that action on the bill be deferred until the Césieres has had an 
opportunity to consider and act upon the draft flood-control cost-sharing bil] 
referred to in our letter on the project, which has been introduced in the Senate 
as 8. 2060. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puiturp 8. Hucuss, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1959. 


The Honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge your letter of April 1, 1959, 
transmitting your report on a proposed plan of development for the Cheney 
division, Wichita project, Kansas, and recommending that the plan of develop- 
ment be authorized as set forth in the report. 

The proposed Cheney Dam and Reservoir would provide a supplemental water 
supply for the city of Wichita, substantial flood protection on the North Fork of 
the Ninnescah River and on the Ninnescah River below the dam, as well as fish, 
wildlife, and recreational opportunities principally at the reservoir. On the basis 
of October 1958 prices, the construction cost of the dam and reservoir is esti- 
mated at $18,274,000 and has been tentatively allocated in the report as follows: 


Municipal and industrial water 
Flood control 

Fish and wildlife 

Recreation 


18, 274, 000 


The benefit-cost ratio based on a 50-year period of analysis for direct benefits 
only is stated to be 2.28. 

The city of Wichita has expressed its willingness and ability to repay the costs 
allocated to municipal and industrial water supply with interest. It is re>orted 
that the city will also spend an estimated $7,650,000 for construction of the 
pipeline and necessary treatment works to bring the water from the reservoir to 
the city. No reimbursement or initial cost sharing is proposed for the costs 
allocated to flood control. 

The President recommended to the Congress in his January budget message 
that legislation be enacted to establish uniform cost-sharing standards for flood 
protection projects. A draft bill to accomplish this purpose was transmitted to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the President of the Senate by 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget on May 5, 1959, and has since bees 
introduced in the Senate as S. 2060. In general, it is proposed that non-Federsl 
interests bear at least 30 percent of project first cost allocated to flood prevention 
as well as all operation and maintenance costs allocated to flood prevention for 
all projects not yet under construction. In the case of reservoirs producilg 
widespread benefits, non-Federal interests would participate only to the extent 
that flood prevention benefits are significant and accrue to identifiable groups. 

The allocation of 25 percent of the first cost of the project to the provision 0 
fish and wildlife opportunities appears to be highly questionable. In the absence 
of an acceptable method for calculating fish aan wildlife values, the Bureau of the 
Budget considers that the decision to add features or capacity to a water resoureés 
project for fish and wildlife purposes can be based only on a well-informed judg 
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ment as to whether the additional cost is justified. Employing this test, both the 
fish and wildlife benefits and the costs allocated to fish and wildlife would be in 
effect equal to the added or separable cost of providing fish and wildlife values. 
This is the method employed in the report for allocating costs to recreation, 
likewise an incidental purpose of the project. It would appear from the report that 
the added cost of providing for fish and wildlife is $540,000 and that only that 
amount should be allocated to fish and wildlife rather than $4,598,000 as proposed 
in the report. 

The report proposes to allocate costs among project purposes based on a 
100-year period of analysis. The Bureau of the Budget has long considered that 
proposed water resources development projects should be evaluated within their 
expected economic life but not beyond 50 years from the time project benefits 
become available. While the physical life of many projects will undoubtedly 
exceed 50 years, an assumption of economic life beyond 50 years is highly specu- 
lative, particularly if the rate of recent technological advance is projected into the 
future. In this case the use of a 100-year period of analysis results in a reduction 
of reimbursable costs by over $1 million. 

Using the separable costs-remaining benefits method and 50-year period of 
analysis and allocating to fish and wildlife and to recreation only the added costs 
of providing for these purposes, we have been advised informally by your Depart- 
ment that the costs of the proposed project would be allocated as follows: 
Municipal and industrial water. -_.................-.-.-.-.-.-.- $10, 520, 000 
Flood control 6, 910, 000 
Fish and wildlife 540, 000 
Recreation 304, 000 


274, 000 
Thus it would appear that the city of Wichita should reimburse the United States 
57.6 percent of the cost of the project presently estimated at $10,520,000. 
Accordingly, while there would be no objection to submission of your proposed 
report to the Congress, he Bureau of the Budget would recommend that legis- 
lation to authorize the project include a provision requiring the city of Wichita 
to repay within 50 years with interest 57.6 percent of the cost of Cheney Dam 
and Reservoir. However, since the report does not recommend any non-Federal 
participation in the flood control costs of the project, it is further recommended 
that authorization of the project be deferred until the Congress has had an 
opportunity to consider and act upon the draft flood-control cost-sharing bill 
referred to above. In any event no commitment can be made at this time as to 
when any estimate of appropriation will be submitted for construction of the 
project, if authorized by the Congress, since this would be governed by the 
President’s budgetary objectives as determined by the then prevailing fiscal 
situation. 
Sincerely yours, 
Eimer B. Staats, Deputy Director. 


Senator ANDERSON. Senator Schoeppel, will you proceed with your 
statement? 


STATEMENT OF HON. ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, A U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Senator ScHOEPPEL. First, Senator Anderson and members of the 
committee, let me say that we welcome the opportunity to appear 
before this committee in support of the Cheney division, Wichita 
vi Kansas, as proposed by our bill S. 1092. 

However, before proceeding further we wish to express for the record 
our deep appreciation of the courtesy and cooperation of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Mexico who has established an out- 
standing record in support of the water resources development and 
conservation programs that have been so essential to our Western 
States and that are rapidly becoming just as essential to our entire 
country and who, as chairman of this committee, was good enough to 
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schedule this hearing in spite of the heavy workload of the closing 
first session of the present Congress. 

Officials of the Bureau of Reclamation and of the city of Wichita are 
here to explain the project. Therefore, in the interest of conserving 
time we will not engage in a lengthy discussion of the project but we 
ask the privilege of filing copies of these summary remarks and copies 
of our formal statements for the record. 

The city of Wichita has asked that the Congress authorize the 
project and evprove as nonreimbursable those project costs allocated 
to flood control, recreation, and to the development and conservation 
of fish and wildlife. Our concurrence with this request is indicated 
by our bill S. 1092 which provides for the joint participation of the 
Federal Government and of the city of Wichita in accordance with 
present policies established by the Congress for the construction of 
multiple-purpose reservoir projects. 

We believe the members of this committee will recognize the com- 
plete cooperation given to the Federal Government by the city of 
Wichita. It is unique in our experience for a municipality to appear 
before the Congress in support of a joint Federal-municipal project 
only after every possible action has been taken to conform the project 
to all applicable Federal policies with respect to water supply, flood 
control, pollution abatement, irrigation, recreation, and conservation 
of fish and wildlife; after the project has been developed as an in- 
tegral part of a long-range river basin plan established pursuant to 
studies authorized by the Congress; and after the municipality has 
formally approved a proposed repayment contract wherein it agrees 
to repay with interest approximately 40 percent of the estimated 
construction costs and to obligate itself for approximately 58 percent 
of the total project costs, which include a pipeline and related trans- 
mission facilities to be constructed with non-Federal funds. 

It should be emphasized that the city of Wichita is in compliance 
with the pollution abatement program required by the Kansas State 
Board of Health and supported by the U.S. Public Health Service. 
Substantial additional sewage treatment facilities are now under 
construction at a cost of approximately $6.5 million. When con- 
struction of these sewage treatment works is completed in 1960, the 
city will be discharging some 50 million gallons of properly treated 
water per day into the navigable interstate Arkansas River. Reser- 
voir releases for low-stream flow augmentation for pollution abate- 
ment purposes will not be necessary. Maximum daily use will be 
made of the reservoir water production for municipal water supply 
purposes and downstream interstate users will benefit from the daily 
volume of usable water produced by the city of Wichita at its own 
cost and discharged into the Arkansas River. 

We are advised that the Bureau of the Budget has raised certain 
uestions in its review of the project report of the Secretary of the 
nterior. Specifically in its letter dated June 19, 1959, the Bureau of 

the Budget recommends: (1) that costs allocated among project 
purposes be based on 50-year period analysis instead of 100-year 
period analysis; (2) that only the added costs of $540,000 for providing 
fish and wildlife conservation facilities be allowed as against the 
$4,598,000 as proposed by the Secretary of the Interior; and (3) 
that authorization of the project be deferred until Congress has had 
an opportunity to consider legislation (S. 2060) recommended by the 
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President for the purpose of establishing uniform costs sharing stand- 
ards for flood control projects. 

Since we are not members of this committee, we would urge the 
chairman to direct the following questions for the record to the 
appropriate witnesses of the Department of the Interior: (1) Is the 
method of project cost allocation on the basis of 100-year analysis 
consistent with present policy of the Bureau of Reclamation and with 
the method of cost allocation used in the past several years on other 
reclamation reservoir projects? (2) Is the allocation of nonreim- 
bursable costs for fish and wildlife purposes equitable and consistent 
with reclamation law and congressional policy as established by 
legislation and the procedure used in other reclamation project 
authorized in the past several years? (3) Is the proposed allocation 
of nonreimbursable costs for flood-control purposes generally con- 
sistent with past practices of the Bureau of Reclamation and present 
congressional policies as established by legislation? 

In conclusion may we point out that insofar as the city of Wichita 
is concerned no further action is required at this time and the project 
is “ready to do.” 

May we again express our appreciation to the chairman and to the 
members of this committee for the opportunity of appearing in 
support of S. 1092 and may we ask the privilege of extending our 
summary remarks after the committee has completed the examination 
of the various witnesses appearing here this morning. 

Senator ANDERSON. Without objection either of the Kansas Sen- 
ators will be permitted to add to these remarks if items come up 
that they want to comment on at the conclusion of the hearing. 

Without objection the rather long statement will be inserted in the 
record at the conclusion of the remarks of the able Senator from 
Kansas. 

Before I call on Mr. Carlson I do want to say that I hope the witness 
who appears from the Department will specifically answer the three 
questions which Senator Schoeppel has raised. 

Also, I hope that the witnesses from the city of Wichita will also 
answer the questions which the Bureau of the Budget has raised, 
namely, are you willing to have the project approved on the basis 
that the Department of Interior and Bureau of Budget has suggested, 
namely a 50-year basis, and also that the bill be amended to include 
a provision requiring the city of Wichita to repay with interest 57.6 
percent of the cost of Cheney Dam and Reservoir. 

I am not very svmpathetic to the suggestion shown that we wait 
until some other bill was passed. We have always passed these bills 
on the basis of what they were and if this bill be reasonable I believe 
it should be considered without reference to some other bill. 

Now, Senator Carlson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CARISON, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Senator Carson. I shall not detain the committee for any length. 
appreciate the courtesy of every member of the subcommittee. 
Every Member of the Senate and House knows the pressures that 
are on you during the concluding days of this session. And we are 
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very much indebted for this opportunity of appearing in behalf of the 
Cheney Division Wichita project. 

It is of primary importance to Wichita, but is more than that, it is 
of utmost importance to Kansas as a whole. I think the proof of the 
need and interest in this project is demonstrated by the cooperation 
the Government is going to receive from the city of Wichita. They 
have cleared many hurdles and I am sure are willing to clear others 
in order to get this project. 

The second point 1s, it is important from a water supply standpoint, 
flood control, pollution control, wildlife service. - It is a very fine proj- 
ect for that area of Kansas and I sincerely hope that this committee 
will have an opportunity to hear the testimony of the agency and 
that this project can be a matter of fruition and construction started 
in the near future. 

I thank the chairman, very much. 

(The joint statement of Senator Schoeppel and Senator Carlson 
follows: ) 


Joint STATEMENT OF Hon. ANDREW F. ScnorpreL anpD Hon, Frank Carson, 
U.S. Senators From THE StTaTeE oF Kansas 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we welcome the opportunity to 
appear before this congressional committee for the purpose of requesting the 
strongest possible support of a proposed Bureau of Reclamation reservoir project 
commonly known in our State as the Cheney Reservoir project and officially 
described as the Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) as proposed in our bill, 
S. 1092. 

However, before proceeding further we wish to express for the record our deep 
appreciation for the cooperation and assistance given to the city of Wichita and 
to this proposed reservoir project (1) by the Federal departments and agencies 
and river basin States concerned in the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins Inter- 
Agency Committee (AWRRBIAC) as established by the President in letter 
directive dated May 19, 1950, pursuant to the provisions of the Flood Control 
Act of 1950; (2) by the various officials of the Federal departments and agencies 
concerned under the interagency agreement on the coordination of water and 
related land resources activities as approved by the President on May 26, 1954; 
and (3) by the various members of the appropriate congressional committees and 
their administrative staff members whose advice and counsel have been made 
available freely throughout the planning of this project. 

We are most appreciative of the splendid assistance and support given to the 
project by the Secretary and the various other officials of the U.S. Department of 
the Interior and particularly from its Bureau of Reclamation throughout the 
entire organization extending from the area office in Oklahoma City, the regional 
office in Amarillo, the Chief Engineer’s office in Denver, and the Office of the 
Commissioner in Washington, D.C. 

Officials of the city of Wichita are here to appear before the committee and to 
explain the project in as much detail as may be desired by the committee members. 
Therefore, we will not impose a lengthy discussion of the project upon the com- 
mittee 2t this time. However, we will summarize brie‘ly for the record certain 
information which we think the committee will find pertinent in its deliberations. 
We ask the privilege of filing a copy of our remarks with the committee as a matter 
oo — record in conjunction with the statement and testimony of the city of 

ichita. 

The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is a proposed joint development 
between the United States and the city of Wichita in which the principal works 
comprising a dam and reservoir would be constructed on the north fork of the 
Ninnescah River some 6 miles north of Cheney, Kans., and some 25 miles west of 
Wichita, Kans. The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is proposed as 8 
multiple-purpose project to provide desirable flood protection on a regional basis 
downstream from the reservoir site to the mouth of the Ninnescah River, thereby 
also providing opportunities of irrigation to limited tracts of land downstream 
from the reservoir site. It will provide recreation benefits on a regional and inter- 
state basis in an area largely devoid of such facilities at the present time, fish and 
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wildlife conservation benefits of national and international significance and an 
urgently needed additional source of water supply for the city of Wichita. 

The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is a joint venture between the 
city of Wichita and the United States in which the city assumes its proportionate 
share of the risk and agrees to repay with interest the project cost allocated to 
municipal water supply. Construction cost of the dam, reservoir, basic recreation 
facilities and fish and wildlife conservation facilities is estimated at $18,274,000. 
The city of Wichita has approved a proposed repayment contract and has agreed 
to pay an amount not to exceed $7,396,000 plus interest, which amount is ap- 
proximately 40 percent of the construction cost and an allowance for contingencies, 
thus providing a margin of insurance against the necessity of contract renegotia- 
tion in the event of advancing prices. 

In addition, the contract provides that the city will at its own cost of $7,650,000 
construct the pipeline and related transmission facilities required to transport 
water from the reservoir site to the city limits and that such construction will be 
undertaken by the city concomitantly with the construction of the Cheney Dam 
and Reservoir by the Federal Government. Thus, it may be seen that the total 
construction cost of dam, reservoir, basic recreation facilities, fish and wildlife 
conservation facilities, pipeline and related transmission facilities approximates 
$25,924,000 of which amount the city of Wichita will pay approximately $15 mil- 
lion or some 58 percent. 

In our opinion, the proposed Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) repre- 
sents a splendid example of complete cooperation between the local, State, and 
Federal Governments. 

Public funds for the appropriate investigations and reports have been made 
available both by the city of Wichita and by the Bureau of Reclamation. Data 
with respect to the geologic, engineering, financial and economic aspects of the 
project have been exchanged freely and on a cooperative basis between the respec- 
tive municipal, State, and Federal agencies concerned. 

The reconnaissance reports, the geologie reports, and the feasibility reports 
issued by the Bureau of Reclamation represent the combined best judgment of 
the various levels of government and are concurred in by the city of Wichita and 
its consulting engineers. 

The project has been conformed to policies and legislation of the three levels of 
government concerned with respect to matters of water supply, flood control, irri- 
gation, hydroelectric power, pollution, fish and wildlife conservation and 
recreation. 

The project recognizes (1) the desirability of substantial financial participation 
at the local level in accordance with the so-called partnership policy of the Con- 
gress and the President; (2) the river basin plan as the most practical approach to 
the development of land and water resources on a regional basis irrespective of 
municipal limits or State boundaries; (3) the economic factors which make it im- 
practical for a single unit of government to develop a river basin water resources 
program without the cooperation and participation of all levels in government in- 
volved; (4) the importance of maximum use of scarce reservoir sites and limited 
water resources in accordance with an averall river basin land and water resources 
development plan; (5) the interdependence of water supply and pollution abate- 
ment problems and the consequent responsibility of local government to make the 
best possible use of its water supply for the benefit of itself and downstream users. 

We appear before this committee today urging approval of the Cheney division 
Wichita project (Kansas) at the earliest possible date. The time required for 
project engineering and project construction will exhaust the margin of reserve 
provided for the water supply of the city of Wichita by the installation of emer- 
gency water wells and will place this large urban-defense area comprising some 15 
percent of the population of the entire State of Kansas on “‘borrowed time”’ insofar 
as its water supply is concerned. 

The city of Wichita will appear before this committee to ask that the Congress 
authorize the project and approve as nonreimbursable those project costs at- 
tributed to flood control, recreation, and to the conservation of fish and wildlife. 
Our concurrence with this request is indicated by our bill S. 1092 which provides 
for the joint participation of the Federal Government and of local interests in 
accordance with present policies established by the Congress for the construction 
of multiple-purpose reservoir projects throughout the country. 

We are advised that the city of Wichita has complied with every request for 

cooperative action that it has received from the Bureau of Reclamation and that 
he city of Wichita has taken every possible action to conform the project to 
existing Federal and State policies and legislation with respect to water supply, 
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b 
flood control, irrigation, pollution abatement, recreation, and the conservation of 
fish and wildlife. Concluding nearly 5 yvars of such cooperative effort, the city 
of Wichita has (1) agreed to obligate itself for repayment with interest of the 
project costs allocated to municipal water supply purposes; (2) agreed to construct 
the connecting pipeline and related transmission facilities from its own funds 
unrelated to Federal financing; (J) purchased the distribution properties of the 
local water utility at a cost approximating $30 million; (4) obtained approval of the 
appropriate applications for water rights for the reservoir site from an agency of § 
the State of Kansas; (5)complied with a pollution abatement program as approved 
by the Kansas State Board of Health and the Public Health Service including the 
construction of $6.5 million of additional sewage facilities; (6) obtained the neces. 
sary enabling legislation from the Kansas State Legislature to permit a repayment 
contract for the Federal Government; (7) secured the overwhelming approval of 
the electorate of Wichita in a special election authorizing construction of the 
proposed reservoir; (8) agreed to operate and to maintain the facilities after con. 
struction; and (9) agreed to place the management of the reservoir for fish and 
wildlife conservation and recreation purposes in an appropriate agency of the 
State of Kansas. 

We are advised that the Bureau of the Budget has raised certain questions in 
its review of the project report of the Secretary of the Interior. Specifically jn 
its letter dated June 19, 1959, the Bureau of the Budget recommends: (1) that 
costs allocated among project purposes be based on a 50-year-period analysis 
instead of a 100-year-period analysis; (2) that only the added costs of $540,000 
fcr providing fish and wildlife corservation facilities be allowed as against the 
$4,598,000 as proposed by the Secretary of the Interior; and (3) that authori. 
zation of the project be deferred until Congress has had an opportunity to consider 
legislation recommended by the President for the purpose of establishing uniform 
costs-sharing standards for flood-control projects. We would like to discuss each 
of these recommendations hereinafter. It may be pertinent to point out that 
the city of Wichita now finds itself in the position of having complied with all 
Federal requirements in accordance with the present Federal policies only to be 
faced with possible changes in these same policies which have applied to many 
similar projects throughout the country. 

(1) With respect to the matter of 50-year period of analysis versus the 100-year 
period of analysis, it should be pointed out that there is nothing new or novel 
in this historical position of the Bureau of the Budget as against the equally 
historical position of the Bureau of Reclamation and/or the Department of the 
Interior. Certainly multiple-purpose reservoir projects have a physical and an 
economic life far in excess of 50 years. The proposed project includes ample 
provision for 100 years of silting among other design and construction character. 
istics adopted for long-term purposes. Since the Congress has repeatedly sup- 
ported the position of the Bureau of Reclamation on this matter in the past we 
doubt if any other position would be consistent at this time. 

(2) With respect to the reduced allocations of nonreimbursable project costs 
allocated to fish and wildlife conservation purposes, it seems to us the committee 
will wish to consider (a) whether the separable-cost method of calculating such 
benefits is consistent with policies adopted by the Congress on similar projects, 
and (6) whether fish and wildlife conservation policies enacted by the Congress 
are to prevail or are to be subordinate to administrative decisions of the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

We are advised that the fish and wildlife nonreimbursable costs of $4,598,000 
as proposed in the Bureau of Reclamation report were calculated on the basis of 
established practices and procedures. The estimated fish and wildlife conserva 
tion benefits of approximately $290,000 annually were not established by the city 
of Wichita but were calculated by an agency within the Department of the In- 
terior (the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife) in accordance with the same 
practices and procedures which have been applied in approximately 2,800 other 
projects throughout the country. The capitalized value of the annual benefits 
represents some $10.6 million in fish and wildlife conservation benefits. Also, we 
are advised that the Bureau of Reclamation found in 1957 that the cost of providing 
similar area facilities for fish and wildlife purposes by a means of constructing 
small reservoirs (assuming sufficient other sites are available which assumptio & 
is questionable), would result in a greater cost than the amount allocated in the 
Cheney Reservoir for such purposes. 

Further, we are advised that in the case of multiple-purpose reservoirs, certall 
differences of opinion have existed historically between the Federal departments 
and agencies concerned with respect to the various allocations of project costs ant 
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benefits. We have learned that these matters were brought into an orderly solu- 
tion by the Bureau of the Budget on December 31, 1952 through the issuance of 
Budget Circular No. A47 providing for a uniform method of allocating project 
costs in multiple-purpose reservoir projects. The method is known as the separa- 
ble-cost-remaining-benefits method. The use of this separable-cost-remaining- 
benefits method was agreed to subsequently on March 12, 1954 by the Department 
of the Army, the Department of the Interior, and the Federal Power Commission. 
It is our understanding that this formula has been applied for a good many years 
in the allocation of project costs in multiple-purpose reservoir projects throughout 
the country. The suggestion that the flood control and municipal water supply 
costs be allocated on the basis of the separable-cost-remaining-benefits method and 
that the fish and wildlife conservation benefits be calculated on the basis of separa- 
ble cost only is inconsistent with established procedures and the fundamental thesis 
that costs in all multiple-purpose reservoir projects should be allocated on a uni- 
form basis applicable alike to all concerned. 

In this particular case we are informed that, while an additional amount 
approximating $540,000 as calculated on the basis of the suggestion made by the 
Bureau of the Budget will provide the facilities desired for fish and wildlife con- 
servation purposes, the proposition may be stated in reverse with exactly the 
opposite result. The proposed reservoir project provides for a conservation pool 
of some 10,000 acre-feet of water to be maintained at all times inviolate insofar as 
other uses are concerned and for the acquirement of some 2,500 acres of additional 
lands for fish and wildlife management. Using the same unit cost applied in the 
proposed Cheney Reservoir project, it has been estimated that the construction 
of a single purpose 10,000 acre-foot reservoir would cost $12 million. Thus, 
inasmuch as the capitalized fish and wildlife benefits are $10.6 million it may be 
seen that the Federal Government is benefiting approximately $2 for each $1 
allocated to fish and wildlife conservation purposes under the separable-cost- 
remaining-benefits procedure. Similarly, flood control and municipal water supply 
purposes are benefiting also from a sharing of joint cost and that is precisely what 
is intended in the allocation of the separable-cost-remaining-henefits procedure. 

The policy with respect to fish and wildlife conservation benefits was established 
by the Congress and not by the Secretary of the Interior whose report recommends 
the amount of project costs to be allocated of conservation benefits pursuant to 
the statutes as follows: (1) The Fish and Wildlife Act of March 10, 1934 (Public 
Law 121—73d Cong.), which provides the basic authority for conservation of fish 
and wildlife; (2) the Fish and Wildlife Act of August 14, 1946 (Public Law 732— 
79th Cong.), which amends the authority of the original act and broadens the base 
of conservation participation; and (3) the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act cf 
August 12, 1958 (Public Law 624—85th Cong.), which further amends the original 
ast and provides for interagency consultation for conservation purposes and for the 
allocation of costs to reflect conservation benefits in water reservoir projects. 

We quote from paragraph 2d of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (Publie 
Law 624—S85th Cong.) dated August 12, 1958: ‘‘The Secretary of the Interior, 
in addition to allocations made under section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939, shall make findings on the part of the estimated costs of the project 
which can properly be allocated to means and measures to prevent loss of and 
damage to wildlife resources, which costs shall not be reimbursable, and an appro- 
priate share of the project costs may be allocated to development and improve- 
ment of wildlife resources, with a finding as to the part of such allocated costs, 
if any, to be reimbursed bv non-Federal fish and wildlife agencies or interest.” 

We quote further from Public Law 624—85th Congress, paragraph 2f, as follows: 
“In addition to other requirements, there shall be included in any report sub- 
mitted to Congress supporting a recommendation for authorization of any new 
project for the control or use of water as described herein (including any new 
division of such project or new supplemental works on such project) an estimation 
of the wildlife benefits or losses to be derived therefrom including berefits to be 
derived from measures recommended specificallv for the development and improve- 
ment of wildlife resources, the cost of providing wildlife benefits (including the 
cost of additional facilities to be installed or lands to be acquired specifically for 
that particular phase of wildlife conservation relating to the development and 
inprovement of wildlife), the part of the cost of joint-use facilities allocated to 
wildlife, and the part of such costs, if any, to be reimbursed by non-Federal 
interest. 

We are sure the committee is familiar with: (1) the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Amendment Act (Public Law 865—85th Cong.) approved Sep- 
tember 2, 1958, which iegislation amends the Watershed Protection and Flood 
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Prevention Act (Public Law 1018—84th Cong.) approved August 7, 1956, and 
directs the Secretary of Agriculture to recognize fish and wildlife conservation 
benefits in smaller projects and to bear an appropriate share ot the costs; and 
also with (2) the Small Reclamation Project Act (Public Law 984—84th Cong.) 
approved August 6, 1956, which permits Federal grants for fish and wildlife 
purposes to the same extent as grants are permitted under the Federal reclamation 
rogram. 

F We are confident that the members of this committee are aware of the many 
multiple-purpose reservoirs that are being developed with Federal aid throughout 
the arid and semiarid regions of the West. We need not point out that new 
reservoirs become correspondingly more important as additional links in a chain 
of reservoir projects provide fish and wildlife conservation purposes of regional 
national and international significance throughout this area. We are confideni 
that the important conservation policies established by the Congress will not be 
nullified by the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget. 

(3) With respect to the legislative proposals prepared by the Bureau of the 
Budget to provide for uniform cost sharing standards in flood control projects 
it must be recognized that in theory at least there is a great deal of merit contained 
therein. In fact, Congress long ago recognized the desirability of uniform 
standards of participation in flood control projects and as far back as in the Flood 
Control Act of June 22, 1936 (Public Law 738, 74th Cong.) Congress established 
the so-called A B C requirements: (A) local interests to provide right of way; (B) 
local interests to hold and save the United States harmless due to construction of 
the works; (C) local interests to maintain and operate the works after construction. 
On the other hand, also as long ago as in the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938 
(Public Law 761, 75th Cong.) the A B C requirements were eased and again in 
the Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941 (Public Law 228, 77th Cong.) the A BG 
requirements were further amended. The net effect has been that since 1941 it 
has been Federal policy as spelled out in congressional legislation not to require 
reimbursement or contribution by local interests for flood control costs in Federal 
reservoir projects. 

As a practical matter, it has long been recognized that flood control is a proper 
function of the Federal Government. Pasically, it is an activity that cannot be 
discharged by local governments solely and it is an activity in which su¥stantial 
downstream benefits accrue to unidentifiable beneficiaries on a regional and/or 
an interstate basis. As we understand better the desperate need for the maxi- 
mum development of our water resources and for the maximum use of scarce 
reservoir sites through the construction of multiple-purpose reservoirs, it appears 
desirable to us that national policy fester these objectives. 

Legislation proposed by the Bureau of the Budget (8. 2060) recognized diffi- 
culties and complexities involved in administering cost sharing standards for local 
interests in flood-control projects and provides in section 3 therein that the pro- 
posed minimum participation shall be required only where flood control or flood 

revention benefits accrue to identifiable beneficiaries. We understand that the 
Serene of Reclamation concluded in September 1956 that it would be impracti- 
cable to attempt to collect land enhancement benefits from the owners of scattered 
tracts extending some 50 miles downstream from the reservoir. 

The present policy of the Congress with respect to local participation in flood 
control works has been evolved as the result of an enormous amount of experi- 
ence during the past 20 years. Whether this trend of experience is to be reversed 
quickly by the Congress remains to be seen. In any event we assume that if 
consideration of the proposed project is to be held up pending such policy de- 
termination by the Congress, then it would be fair to expect that all other water 
projects now under consideration or hereafter to be under consideration by the 
Congress receive similar treatment. 

In view of the growing water shortage that is developing throughout our country 
and in view of the fact that there are not now being constructed or even being 
planned sufficient water projects to prevent severe water shortages from develop- 
ing in various areas within the next decade, it is inconceivable to us that any 
delay would be prescribed by the Congress. Particularly is this true in the case of 
a water project as urgently needed as the Cherey project wherein the loeal interests 
have agreed to pay a very substantial portion of the costs and have complied with 
‘all present Federal requirements. 

Since we are not members of this committee and therefore not privileged to 
question the representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation who may appear and 
tes‘ify with respect to the proposed project, we would urge the members of this 
‘eommittee to direct the following question to the appropriate witnesses as a matter 
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for the record: (1) Is the method of project costs allocations on the basis of the 
100-year analysis consistent with present policy of the Bureau of Reclamation 
and with the method of cost allocations used in the past several years in other 
reclamation reservoir projects; (2) is the allocation of nonreimbursable costs for 
fish and wildlife conservation purposes consistent with reclamation law and the 
procedures used in other reclamation projects authorized in the past several 
seers: (3) has the Bureau of Reclamation constructed any reservoir projects in 
recent years in which flood control contributions have been required from local 
interests? 

In conclusion may we express our appreciation to the chairman and to the mem- 
bers of this committee for this opportunity of appearing in support of the Cheney 
Division Wichita project (Kansas) and may we urge members of this committee 
to give favorable consideration to our bill 8. 1092 which authorizes the project. 

Senator ANDERSON. When I was in the House of Representatives 
many years ago I had many pleasant conversations with the following 
witness, the Honorable Edward H. Rees, a Representative from 
Kansas. 

Congressman Rees, we are very pleased to have vou here and to talk 
with you here. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD H. REES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Ress. Thank you very much. 

I congratulate you upon having graduated from the House and 
having obtained this wonderful position in the U.S. Senate. Of 
course, in the House, we do not regard the Senate as being higher. 

I do want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity of ap- 
pearing here this morning and shall keep you but a few minutes 
expressing my views. 

I welcome this opportunity to appear before the Senate Irrigation 
and Reclamation Subcommittee for the purpose of expressing in the 
strongest possible terms my support of the Cheney division Wichita 
project (Kansas) as proposed by S. 1092. 

However before proceeding further I wish to express for the record 
my deep appreciation of the courtesy and cooperation of the members 
of this committee and of my long-time friend and distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico who, as chairman of the committee, was kind 
enough to schedule this hearing in spite of the pressures of the closing 
session of this Congress. 

Representatives of the city of Wichita have advised me of the cour- 
tesy and consideration extended to them by the staff members of the 
Senate Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee and I would like 
to express my sincere appreciation of this splendid cooperation between 
Federal and municipal officials. 

] am familiar with the statement which has been filed with the 
committee in support of this project by my colleagues, Hon. Andrew 
F. Schoeppel pe Hon. Frank Carlson, the distinguished Senators 
from Kansas. I respectfully request that you permit the record to 
show my endorsement of their statement and of the project proposed 
by S. 1092. 

The proper development of water resources and the ultimate avail- 
ability of an adequate supply of good water for municipal, agricul- 
tural, and industrial use will determine the destiny of our Nation 
and the ultimate survival of our people. Our Nation’s withdrawal 
of water in 1955 was approximately 240 billion gallons per day of 
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which only some 20 percent was supplied from ground water sources 
while some 80 percent was supplied from surface water sources inelud- 
ing some of the great reservoir projects previously construeted by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and by the Corps of Engineers. It is quite 
clear that we would be facing a critical water shortage im many areas 
of the country today except for the margin of safety provided by the 
reservoir projects already constructed and‘in use. It is quite clear 
also that we will be facing a crisis of disastrous proportions within the 
next few years if we do not continue the construction of reservoir 
projects as rapidly as appropriate arrangements can be made between 
the Federal Government and the various local interests involved. 

On February 17, 1959, the Commissioner of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation testified at some length before the House Irrigation and 
Reclamation Subcommittee stressing the importance of maximum 
use of scarce reservoir sites and stated that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, in the light of experience and with the benefit of hindsight, 
today would construct many of its present reservoirs on a different 
basis making maximum use of reservoir sites for multiple-purpose 
development. It is clearly not in the public interest to permit local 
units of government to develop reservoir sites at less than their 
optimum capacity or in a manner inconsistent with an overall river 
basin plan. Conversely it is clear also that loeal units of government 
cannot afford nor should they be required to develop at their sole 
expense maximum-use multiple-purpose reservoirs from which sub- 
stantial benefits accrue on a regional and interstate basis to users 
other than the local municipality. : 

The city of Wichita will ask that the Federal Government authorize 
the project and approve as nonreimbursable those project costs 
allocated to flood control, recreation, and to the conservation of fish 
and wildlife. My concurrence with this request is indicated by my 
bill H.R. 4606 which I have introduced in the House to provide for 
the joint participation of the Federal Government and the city of 
Wichita in accordance with present policy established by the Congress 
for the construction of multiple-purpose reservoir projects throughout 
the country. 

Senator ANDERSON. Is your bill identical to or similar to the 
Senate bill? 

Mr. Ress. It is identical. 

Senator ANDERSON. I want to establish the fact that there is nota 
controversy between you. 

Mr. Rees. That is correct. 

Senator ANpEerson. Is this dam in your area, in your district? 

Mr. Ress. This is in my district, yes, sir. 

In conclusion, may I express my appreciation to the chairman and 
to the members of this committee for this opportunity of appearing in 
support of S. 1092. I request the privilege of filing my formal state- 
ment fcr the record. 

Senator ANDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Rees. 

The formal statement will be incorporated in the record at this 

oint. 
® Mr. Rees. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 
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§raTEMENT OF Hon. Epwarp H. Rees, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE FouRTH 
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF KANSAS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I welcome this opportunity to 
file a formal statement with the Senate Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee 
for the purpose of expressing in the strongest possible terms my support of the 
Cheney Division Wichita project, Kansas, as proposed by S. 1092. 

Representatives of the city of Wichita have advised me of the courtesy and 
eonsideration extended to them by the staff members of the Senate Irrigation 
and Reclamation.Subcommittee. In behalf of the ctiy of. Wichita I would like to 
express My sincere appreciation of this splendid cooperation between Federal, 
State, and local officials. 

I am familiar with the statement filed with the Senate Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion Subcommittee in support of this project by my colleagues, the Honorable 
Andrew F. Schoeppel and the Honorable Frank Carlson, the distinguished Senators 
fom Kansas. I respectfully request that you permit the record to show my 
endorsement of their statement and of the project proposed by 8. 1092. 

The proper development of water resources and the ultimate availability of an 
adequate supply of good water for municipal, agricultural, and industrial use 
will determine the destiny of our Nation and the ultimate survival of our people. 
This vital resource is essential to the economic vigor, the social enjoyment, the 
industrial capability, and the defense of our country. 

The estimated withdrawal of water in 1955 in our Nation was approximately 
240 billion gallons per day of which some 20 percent was supplied from ground 
water sources and some 80 percent was supplied from surface water sources includ- 
ing some of the great reservoir projects previously constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and by the Corps of Engineers. It is quite clear that we would be 
facing a critical water shortage in certain areas of the country today except for 
the margin of safety provided by the reservoir projects already constructed and 
in use. 

It is estimated that by 1975 our Nation will have a population of 225 million 

ople who will use some 450 billions gallons a day of our precious water resources. 

here are not now under construction, or even planned for construction by all 
the public and private agencies combined, sufficient water resources projects to 
rovide the amount of water of acceptable quality that we will require in 1975. 
The present rate of per capita use combined with the estimated population increase 
would strain our ability to meet our water requirements. However, it has been 
estimated that per capita water use will expand approximately 25 percent during 
this period because of the rising standard of individual living and the increasing 
use of water in industry. It is quite clear that we will be facing a crisis of dis- 
astrous proportions within the next few years if we do not continue the construc- 
tion Of water reservoir projects as rapidly as appropriate arrangements can be 
made between the Federal Government and the various local interests involved. 

Another important aspect of the water resources problem is the question of 
water quality. Technical experts have warned us that water quality deteriorates 
with population and industrial expansion. They have pointed out that industrial 
wastes now pouring daily into our rivers and streams are approximately double 
the 1920 sewage rate. Officials of the Public Health Service have estimated that 
water pollution is costing our country at least $1 billion per year. It is clear that 
the interdependence of water supply and pollution abatement problems imposes 
a direct responsibility upon municipalities to make the best possible use of their 
water for the benefit of themselves and downstream users. 

No single aspect of our water resources problem can be solved individually. 
Allaspects of our water resources program must be fitted together in such a manner 
as to provide an orderly solution in an overall water resources program involving 
water supply, flood control, irrigation, pollution abatement, hydroelectric power, 
fish and wildlife conservation, and recreation. Indeed, the entire history of Fed- 
eral participation in water resources projects indicates recognition of the need for 
maximum-use multiple-purpose development of water resources projects with 
joint participation at the Federal and local levels. 

On February 17, 1959, Floyd E. Dominy, Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, testified at some length before the House Irrigation and Reclamation 
Committee stressing the importance of the construction of multiple-purpose 
reservoirs and the maximum use of reservoir sites. Commissioner Dominy stated 
that the Bureau of Reclamation, in the light of experience and with the benefit of 
hindsight, would today construct many of its present reservoirs on a different basis 
making maximum use of reservoir sites for multiple-purpose development. It is 
clearly not in the public interest to permit local units of government to develop 
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reservoir sites at less than their maximum capacity or in a manner inconsistent 
with an overall river basin plan. Conversely it is clear also that local units of 
government cannot afford nor should they be required to develop at their sole ex. 
pense maximum-use multiple-purpose reservoirs from which substantial benefits 
accrue on a regional and interstate basis to users other than the local municipality, 

The Cheney Division Wichita project, Kansas, is a proposed joint development 
between the United States and the city of Wichita in which the principal works 
comprising a dam and reservoir would be constructed on the North Fork of the 
Ninnescah River some 6 miles north of Cheney, Kans., and some 25 miles west of 
Wichita, Kans. The Cheney Division Wichita project, Kansas, is proposed as a 
multiple-purpose project to provide desirable flood protection on a regional basis 
downstream from the reservoir site to the mouth of the Ninnescah River, thereby 
also providing opportunities of irrigation to limited tracts of land downstream from 
the reservoir site. It will provide recreation benefits on a regional and interstate 
basis in an area largely devoid of such facilities at the present time, fish and wild- 
life conservation benefits of national and international significance and an urgently 
needed additional source of water supply for the city of Wichita. 

The Cheney division Wichita project (Kansas) is a joint venture between the 
city of Wichita and the United States in which the city assumes its proportionate 
share of the risk and agrees to repay with interest the project cost allocated to 
municipal water supply. Construction cost of the dam, reservoir, basic recreation 
facilities and fish and wildlife conservation facilities is estimated at $18,274,000. 
The city of Wichita has approved a proposed repayment contract and has agreed 
to pay an amount not to exceed $7,396,000 plus interest, which amount is approxi- 
mately 40 percent of the estimated construction cost plus an allowance for con- 
tingencies, thus providing a margin of insurance against the necessity of contract 
renegotiation in the event of advancing prices. 

In addition, the contract provides that the city will at its own cost of $7,650,000 
construct the pipeline and related transmission facilities required to transport 
water from the reservoir site to the city limits and that such construction will be 
undertaken by the city concomitantly with the construction of the Cheney Dam 
and Reservoir by the Federal Government. Thus it may be seen that the total 
construction cost of dam, reservoir, basic recreation facilities, fish and wildlife 
conservation facilities, pipeline and related transmission facilities approximates 
$25,924,000 of which amount the city of Wichita will pay approximately $15 
million or some 58 percent. 

The city of Wichita has complied with every request for cooperative action that 
it has received from the Bureau of Reclamation and the city of Wichita has taken 
every possible action to conform the project to existing Federal and State policies 
and legislation with respect to water supply, flood control, irrigation, pollution 
abatement, recreation, conservation of fish and wildlife and river basin plans 
developed from studies authorized by the Congress. 

Concluding nearly 5 years of such cooperative effort, the city of Wichita has: 
(1) Agreed to obligate itself for repayment with interest of the project costs allo- 
cated to municipal water supply purposes; (2) agreed to construct the connecting 
pipeline and related transmission facilities from its own funds unrelated to Federal 
financing; (3) purchased the distribution properties of the local water utility ata 
cost approximating $30 million; (4) obtained approval of the appropriate applica- 
tions for water rights for the reservoir site from an agency of the State of Kansas; 
(5) complied with a pollution abatement program as approved by the Kansas State 
Board of Health and the Public Health Service including the construction of $6.5 
million of additional sewage facilities; (6) obtained the necessary enabling legisla- 
tion from the Kansas State Legislature to permit a repayment contract with the 
Federal Government; (7) secured the overwhelming approval of the electorate 
of Wichita in a special election authorizing construction of the proposed reservoir; 
(8) agreed to operate and to maintain the facilities after construction; and (9) 
agreed to place the management of the reservoir for fish and wildlife conservation 
and recreation purposes in an appropriate agency of the State of Kansas. 

The city of Wichita will appear before this committee and ask that the Federal 
Government authorize the project and approve as nonreimbursable those project 
costs attributed to flood control, recreation, and to the conservation of fish and 
wildlife. My concurrence with this request is indicated by my bill H.R. 4606 
which I have introduced in the House in support of S. 1092 to provide for the 
joint participation of the Federal Government and the city of Wichita in accord- 
ance with present policy established by the Congress for the construction of 
multiple-purpose reservoir projects throughout the country. 
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I am advised that the Bureau of the Budget has raised certain questions in its 
review of the project report of the Secretary of the Interior. I believe these 
questions have been answered thoroughly and competently by Senators Schoeppel 
and Carlson in their statement filed with this committee and I concur with their 
statement. I am confident that the members of this committee will wish to satisfy 
themselves with respect to the policy questions posed by Senators Schoeppel and 
Carlson to officials of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I am aware that water is the lifeblood of my State. Also, I am aware of the 
many multiple-purpose reservoir projects that are being developed by the Federal 
Government throughout the arid and semiarid regions of the West. The members 
of this committee will appreciate the fact that new reservoirs become proportion- 
ately more important as additional links are constructed in the chain of reservoir 
projects throughout the entire western area of our country. 

I believe the members of this committee will recognize the complete cooperation 
given to the Federal Government by the city of Wichita in connection with the 
proposed reservoir project. 

It is unique in my experience for a municipality to appear before the Congress 
in support of a joint Federal-municipal project only after every possible action 
has been taken by the municipality to conform the project to all applicable Federal 
policies with respect to water supply, flood control, pollution abatement, irrigation, 
fish and wildlife conservation and recreation; after the project has been developed 
as an integral part of a long-range river basin plan established pursuant to studies 
authorized by the Congress; and after the governing body of the municipality 
has formally approved a proposed repayment contract wherein it has agreed to 
repay with interest approximately 40 percent of the estimated construction costs 
and approximately 58 percent of the total project costs which include a pipeline 
and related transmission facilities to be constructed by the municipality with 
non-Federal funds, 

It should be emphasized that the city of Wichita is now in compliance with the 
pollution abatement program required by the Kansas State Board of Health and 
supported by the U.S. Public Health Service. Substantial additional sewage 
treatment facilities are now under construction at a cost approximating $6.5 
million. When construction of these primary and secondary sewage treatment 
works is completed the city will be discharging some 50 million gallons of properly 
treated water per day into the navigable interstate Arkansas River. Reservoir 
releases for low streamflow augmentation for pollution abatement purposes will 
not be necessary. Maximum daily use will be made of the reservoir water pro- 
duction for municipal water supply purposes, and downstream interstate users 
will benefit directly from the daily volume of water produced by the city of Wichita 
atits own cost and discharged into the Arkansas River without cost to downstream 
water users. 

In conclusion may I point out that insofar as the city of Wichita is concerned 
no further action is required at this time and the project is ‘‘ready to go.”” May 
lexpress my appreciation to the chairman and to the members of this committee 
for this opportunity of appearing in support of the Cheney division Wichita project 
(Kansas) and may I urge favorable consideration of 8. 1092 which authorizes 
the project. 


Senator ANDERSON. The next witness is William C. Salome. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. SALOME, PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE 
OF GEORGE DOCKING, GOVERNOR OF KANSAS 


Mr. Satome. Gentlemen, I am William C. Salome, former mayor of 
Wichita and present director of the Department of Administration of 
the State of Kansas. I am appearing here this morning as the per- 
sonal representative of Gov. George Docking who is now enroute from 
the Governors’ conference in Puerto Rico and who is, therefore, unable 
to attend personally. 

It is a matter of record that the State of Kansas was the first State 
to take an affirmative position in support of the Cheney division 
Wichita project (Kansas) when the project feasibility report was 
‘cared under the Federal procedures through the river basin States 
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concerned. Under the auspices of the Kansas Water Resources 
Board, the project feasibility report was reviewed by the various 
interested agencies of the State of Kansas, all of whom signified their 
general concurrence in the plan of development. 

Speaking for Gov. George Docking, I am authorized to reaffirm for 
the record his letter of June 27, 1958, to the Commissioner of Recla- 
mation in which, on behalf of the State of Kansas, he concurs in the 
recommendations contained in the feasibility report and requests that 
the report be transmitted for the immediate consideration of the 
Congress of the United States. 

In closing may I express the appreciation of Governor Docking and 
the people of Kansas to the chairman and members of the committee 
for the opportunity of appearing in support of this water development 
project of such great importance not only to the State of Kansas but 
also to the entire several State area. 

I would like permission to file a statement from Congressman Denver 
D. Hargis, advocating this project. 

Senator ANDERSON. The statement will be received and put in the 
record at the conclusion of the remarks of Mr. Salome. 

Mr. Satome. Congressman J. Floyd Breeding will also send in a 
statement later today. 

Senator ANDERSON. Without objection, it will be placed in the 
record. 

Mr. Satome. Congressmen William H. Avery, Newell A. George, 
and Wint Smith have all requested I express their indorsement of this 
project. That is a unanimous expression, inasmuch as Senators 
Schoeppel and Carlson and Congressman Rees are here indorsing the 
project. 

Governor Docking requested me to state that he hopes that this 
committee after this hearing can see fit to recommend favorably this 
project. 

In closing may I express the appreciation of Governor Docking 
and the people of Kansas to the chairman and members of the com- 
mittee for the opportunity of appearing in support of this water 
development project of such great importance, not only to the State 
of Kansas but also to the entire Central States area. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. Thank you, sir. 

Let me say to you that if the committee does not report the bill 
before we adjourn, I hope that will not be regarded as an unfavorable 
action. It does take us a little time to check through these things 
and look at them. We like to be able to have a printed report of these 
hearings available before it gets to the Senate floor. It is now late 
in the session and while I have assured the Kansas Senators that | 
hope to see the bill favorably reported before we finish our work 
I would not want you to think if it does not get done that it is because 
of any unfavorable attitude on the part of the Senators. 

Mr. Satome. Senator, I have found, contrary to what some people 
ey think, that you folks are not up here loafing but are extremely 

usy. 

Senator ANDERSON. | just wanted to be sure to assure the Governor 
as I can assure these men personally that we hope to be able to finish 
it. The trouble is you just cannot find days, we just cannot find 
hours to fit it in, to find people who can be here. There are 15 
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members of this committee and not all of them can be here this 
morning. 

Mr. SatomeE. I am going to your home State and shall report 
back that you are busy and of course I can make an even better report 
if you report this out. 

Senator Kucuet. Mr. Salome, are you prepared to answer any 
of the technical questions which the Bureau of the Budget has raised? 

Mr. Satome. Actually I am not. I have been away from Wichita 
for several years, but we do have in this group men who are amply 
able to answer all the questions. 

Senator Kucue,. Thank you very much. 

(The statement of Congressman Denver D. Hargis is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Denver D. Hareais, MemBer or CONGRESS, FROM THE 
Tuirp District or Kansas 


Mr. Chairman, in response to requests from the Honorable Justus H. Fugate, 
mayor of Wichita, Kans., and other interested citizens of my home State, I am 
happy to announce my support and unqualified endorsement of the Cheney 
Division, Wichita project, Kansas, as proposed by 8S. 1092, introduced by Senators 
Frank Carlson and Andrew Schoeppel of Kansas. 

I am convinced that this multiple-purpose project is urgently needed, and that 
the appropriation of Federal funds for a share in construction costs is more than 
justified by the potential benefits from increases in the area’s facilities for water 
supply, flood control, conservation and recreation. 

It is my understanding that the city of Wichita has agreed to finance approxi- 
mately 40 percent of the estimated construction cost, in addition to meeting the 
entire obligation for the building of pipeline and transmission facilities. I am 
further informed that the city of Wichita has complied with all requests received 
from the Bureau of Reclamation, and taken every possible action to see that the 
project conforms with Federal and State policies and legislation, indicating a 
sincere, cooperative and positive and positive approach to the complex problems 
arising from. joint financing on projects of this nature. 

I believe that from every conceivable standpoint, the proposed reservoir would 
be a safe, sound investment that would pay for itself many times over. 

I therefore urge that favorable consideration be given to legislation authorizing 
the project, and express my earnest hope that the necessary steps will be taken 
to begin work at the earliest possible date. 

My sincere thanks go to the chairman and the members of the committee for the 
opportunity to express my views and have this statement included in the record 
of today’s proceedings. 


(The statement of Congressman Breeding, subsequently received, 
is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. J. FLoyp BreEepiInc, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE 
Firra District oF KANsas 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to discuss the proposed Cheney 
Reservoir. 

Although the proposed project would serve primarily as a source of water for 
Wichita, it would be located in the district which I have the honor to represent. 

When I first came to Congress in 1957, there was considerable opposition to the 
project on the part of residents of the affected areas. 

In recent months the opposition seems to have subsided. But to make sure 
that the best interests of the people I represent are protected, I made a further 
check of the attitude of area residents in recent days. 

I am happy to report that apparently there is no wide-scale opposition to the 
project. In all honesty, I must report that some of the residents of the affected 
area still have not been able to obtain answers to some of the questions which are 
troubling them. 

I am confident that as plans for the project are developed, these people will be 
kept fully informed as to the exact location of the dam and the size of the area 
involved. Also, these people are entitled to know, just as soon as possible, how 


45497594 
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long they will be able to continue to use their land if this project is approved. | 
am sure the committee can appreciate how important this is to farmers who are 
faced with making repairs and improvements to their property. 

It is correct to state, Mr. Chairman, that people of isoreaks and Reno Coun- 
ties—the area in which the project is to be built—seem to accept the need for the 
dam, and they are not placing major obstalces in its way. 

I am sure that they will be consulted at the proper time and be kept advised of 
all developments. Further, I trust they will be paid a fair price for their land, 

In view of the apparent attitude of the people directly involved, the great need 
for an additional water supply for Wichita, and the value of the recreation area to 
be created, I am of the opinion that the project should be built. 


Senator ANprerson. Mr. Palmer. 


STATEMENT OF W. I. PALMER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER oF 
RECLAMATION, ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD R. BURNETT, CHIEF 
OF THE DIVISION OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT; M. G. BARCLAY, 


AREA ENGINEER IN CHARGE OF THE INVESTIGATION OF 
WICHITA PROJECT; AND JAMES T. McBROOM, CHIEF, BRANCH 


OF RIVER BASIN STUDIES, BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND 
WILDLIFE 


Mr. Paumer. I would like to introduce Mr. Donald R. Burnett, 
who is acquainted with the Wichita project; he is Chief of the Division 
of Project Development of the Bureau of Reclamation, and has served 
heretofore as assistant regional director of the Bureau at Amarillo, 
Tex., and has an intimate personal knowledge of the project you are 
discussing this morning. 

Also here this morning is Mr. M. G. Barclay, who is area engineer 
in charge of the investigation of Wichita project, and Mr. James T. 
McBroom, Chief of the Branch of River Basin Studies, Bureau of 
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. 

These gentlemen are prepared to answer any of the technical ques- 
tions that may arise and will be glad to respond to anything you care 
to ask them. 

Senator ANpERsoN. Let me say that I know that there is a rule 
against witnesses testifying if the position has not been established by 
the Department, but if you are not prepared to do it, I hope you will 
submit to us promptly an answer to the three questions raised in the 
statement that Senator Schoeppel read. That was the statement on 
behalf of himself and his colleague, Senator Carlson, in which he puts 
down three questions, 1, 2, 3, and I think if you do not have that in 
your statement we should have a definite and complete statement on 
each one of these three points. 

Mr. Paumer. The answers to these questions are included in the 
statement I propose to give you now. 

Senator ANDERSON. When you come to it, you say, “That answers 
question No. 1,” ‘That answers question No. 2,’ and so on, because 
some of us have to be given a lot of time to think these things over. 

Mr. Paumer. Cheney Reservoir, on the North Fork of the Nin- 
nescah River about 24 miles west of Wichita, is proposed for Federal 
construction. In addition to serving its primary purposes of munici- 
pal water supply for the city of Wichita and flood control, it would 
provide desirable fish and wildlife and recreational benefits and would 
permit irrigation development of limited tracts of land downstream 
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from the dam. Construction of the Federal reservoir would be 
supplemented by construction by the city of the pipeline, pumping 
plant, filtration works, and other features required to deliver the 
reservoir waters to the city of Wichita. 

The investigations of the Wichita project, Cheney division, followed 
earlier investigations of the Ninnescah River Basin, which have been 
summarized in the 1955 report of the Arkansas-White-Red Interagency 
Committee. That report included the Wichita project as a category I 
project, considered feasible and desirable for early development. 
The detailed plans were prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation under 
a cooperative agreement with the city of Wichita. Under this agree- 
ment the city contributed $50,000 toward the cost of those investiga- 
tions and, through its consulting engineers and other staff, furnished 
full cooperation to the Bureau. 

Senator ANDERSON. May I ask what a category I project is? Is 
that a favorable project? th 

Mr. Patmer. Not only that, but a priority I project. 

The Cheney division was selected as the first stage of development 
of the Wichita project because of better quality of water and its prox- 
imity to the city of Wichita. The Murdock division may be developed 
at a later date for additional irrigation water supply, flood control, 
and other purposes. 

Senator ANDERSON. Failure to develop the Murdock division would 
not in any way reflect upon this division? 

Mr. Paumer. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Details of the project plan are presented in the report and reap- 
praisal, which are before the committee. The reappraisal report 
shows the effect of the recent drought years (1952-57) upon the safe 
yield of the reservoir and the effect of changes in construction cost, 
land acquisition costs, and of the project analyses. The data which 
we will present today are wholly consistent with the reappraisal report. 

Wichita, the major urban area in the region, is experiencing rapid 
population and industrial growth. Estimates indicate that by the 
year 2010 the population of the Wichita area will have increased to an 
estimated 450,000 from about 210,000 in 1950. On this basis, Wich- 
ita’s year 2010 water requirement would be more than double the 1960 
requirements. 

The city of Wichita under application dated January 20, 1956, filed 
for right to appropriate 52,460 acre-feet per year of North Fork flows 
for municipal use. ‘ 

The plan proposed, in accordance with the desires of the city of 
Wichita, contemplates coordination of operation of Cheney Reservoir 
with the withdrawals by the city of ground waters from its Equus 
beds well field. The project studies established that the regulated 
flows of the North Fork at the Cheney site, together with the ground 
water supply, even with a recurrence of the critical drought years of 
1956 aad: 1957, should be adequate to meet the city’s needs through 


the repayment period, and probably beyond that time. 

Senator ANppRSON. When you use the term “repayment period,”’ 
are you referring to payment over 100 years? 

Mr. Paumer. There is a proposed 40-year repayment period. 

Cheney Reservoir will provide flood control benefits of $357,000 
annually. 
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At this point we might refer to question 3 as raised by Senator 
Schoeppel as you recall. 

Senator ANDERSON (reading): 

(3) Is the proposed allocation of nonreimbursable costs for flood control pur- 
poses. generally consistent with past practices of the Bureau of Reclamation and 
present congressional policies as established by legislation? 

Mr. Paumzr. This is the first reference to this in my statement, 
but at this point it would be well to note that the practices followed in 
the allocation of this report are completely consistent with the various 
flood control acts. The allocations were made on the basis of benefits 
as provided by the Army Corps of Engineers, so not only is it com- 
pletely consistent with recent Bureau procedures, but with other 
operations in the flood control area. 

Cheney Reservoir will provide flood control benefits of $357,000 
annually, giving protection to agricultural land and improvements, 
highways, and railroads in the Ninnescah Valley, and to a lesser 
extent, in the Arkansas Valley. 

The plan of development would provide an increase ‘in fishin 
opportunity of regional significance and waterfowl benefits of nationa 
significance. A minimum pool of 10,000 acre-feet in Cheney Reser- 
voir would be maintained for fish and wildlife purposes. In accord- 
ance with Fish and Wildlife Service recommendations, reservoir lands 
above the storage pool totaling 2,500 acres would be purchased in fee 
simple for wildlife purposes. Other reservoir lands not subject to 
frequent inundation also would be developed and administered for 
wildlife purposes in accordance with the terms of a general plan. 

Senator ANDERSON. May I ask you, where you speak of a minimum 
pool of 10,000 acre-feet, do you contemplate that the reservoir will 
never be drained? 

Mr. Patmer. That is correct. 

Senator ANDERSON. Go ahead. 

Mr. Pautmer. Recreational facilities recommended by the National 
Park Service for Federal construction consist of only the minimum 
basic facilities required for the protection and accommodations of the 
visiting public. The plan contemplates that additional recreational 
facilities not appropriate for Federal construction would be provided 
under the administration of a State agency. 

This, I might add in passing, is also completely consistent with 
recent recommendations. 

Senator ANDERSON. We have just finished talking about fish and 
wildlife. Why not go back to the second question of Senator Schoep- 
pel [reading]: 

(2) Is the allocation of nonreimbursable costs for fish and wildlife purposes 
equitable and consistent with reclamation law and congressional policy as estab- 
lished by legislation and the procedure used in other reclamation projects author- 
ized in the past several years? 

Mr. Pater. This we would be pleased to do and in that connection, 
Mr. James T. McBroom, who is Chief of the Branch of River Basin 
Studies, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, is here and has with 
him one of the members of his staff and I believe would like to be 
heard on that point, establishing the consistency of the procedure 
followed. 
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Senator ANpeRsoN. You have just been mentioning fish and 
wildlife. 

Mr. McBroom, would you like to put the testimony in at this time? 

Is the allocation here equitable? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir, it is. 

Senator AnpErRsoN. Is it consistent with reclamation law and con-. 
gressional policies as established by legislation? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir, it is. 

Senator ANDERSON. Is it consistent with the procedure used in 
other reclamation projects authorized in the past several years? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir, it is. 

Senator ANperson. Are you satisfied with that information? 

Senator ScHoHPPEL. Yes, sir, I am. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am satisfied if you are. 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Patmer. By controlling floodflows of the North Fork of 
Ninnescah River, the plan would permit the irrigation by individual 
or group development of about 3,700 acres of downstream lands 
which presently are subject to inundation. These lands are in small 
scattered tracts and are adaptable to private development. No 
storage allocation would be provided for wrigation in Cheney Reser- 
voir as natural streamflow from the unregulated South Fork should 
provide most of the water required for these lands. Future develop- 
ment of the Murdock division will provide greater flood protection 
and a regulated water supply which will permit irrigation of over 
11,000 acres in the Ninnescah River Basin. 

Senator ANDERSON. Do you know what you are going to charge 
these 3,700 acres, if anything? 

Mr. Patmer. These acres would get essential flood control benefits. 
They would not get any project water. They would be a part of the 
11,000-acre body that would be irrigated when the water supply 
becomes available. 

Senator ANpEeRsoN. If there is going to be no storage allocation 
and you are going to depend upon that, they have no specific charge? 

Mr. Patmer. No, they do not. 

The estimated cost of construction of Cheney Dam and Reservoir 
on the basis of October 1958 prices is as follows: 
ne Be oe nw niet gta asthsaen eens $17, 670, 000 


Recreational facilities—Federal 304, 000 
Wildlife management land acquisition ‘ 300, 000 


Total Federal construction costs__..........-.-.---------- 18, 274, 000 


Annual costs of operation and maintenance for the dam and reservoir 
are estimated at $14,300. 

The annual economic cost would total $537,400 which compares 
with annual equivalent total benefits of $1,589,500 to give a benefit- 
cost ratio on a 100-year period of analysis of 2.96 to 1. 

By the separable costs-remaining benefits method of cost allocation, 
Federal construction costs would be divided as follows: 

Municipal water supply (reimbursable) _______________.___._..._. $7,022, 000 
Flood control,(nonreimbursable) ____--.------..--.-..--....-..-. 6, 350, 000 


Fish and wildlife (nonreimbursable)__.......-.------------------ we, B98, 000 
Recreation (nonreimbursable) 304, 000 


18, 274, 000 
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The city of Wichita would be required to repay the allocation to 
municipal water supply under a contract incorporating annual 
payments that would insure return of such costs to the United States, 
with appropriate interest, over a 40-year period. These annual 
obligations would prevail regardless of the amounts of water utilized 
annually by the city of Wichita. 

Under terms of the bill, the balance of the costs would be nonreim- 
bursable allocations to flood control, fish and wildlife, and recreation. 
The costs of the pipelines and other works to be constructed by the 
city are estimated by the city’s consultants at $7,650,000. 

Senator ANDERSON. What interest will they pay? 

Mr. Pata eR. This bill provides substantially the same formula 
that was recently enacted by the Congress for the San Angelo project 
in Texas. 

Senator ANDERSON. Is that the same thing you saddled us with in 
the Rocky Mountains? You haven’t got a caste system where you 
charge us 4 percent and Kansas 3? 

Mr. Paumer. I might add I am from the Mountain States, too, and 
I am a little bit touchy en this point. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am trying to get somebody touchy enough 
to do something about it. 

Mr. Paumer. The formula herein proposed would be on the basis of 
the yield—on the rate, rather. 

Senator ANDERSON. No, not on the yield, do not put it on the yield. 
That is what is crucifying us. 

I will ask you a question on that in reverse: 

Do you think, then, that the cost of interest which is provided in 
this bill which would be on the rate of the bonds and therefore the 
amount of money which the Government would have to pay for the 
money is a better formula than putting it upon the yield of long term 
bonds which has no relationship to what the Government itself is 
paying for its money? 

r, Paumer. I certainly think it is a more equitable formula. 

Senator ANDERSON. And would you comment, since we are at this 
point, the city’s contribution is to be $7,650,000. I notice the recom- 
mendation of the Department of the Interior is that the city pay 
57.6 percent. 

Mr. Patmer. That is the recommendation of the Bureau of the 
Budget. They would propose that the allocation for fish and wildlife 
would be made reimbursable; that it in effect would be washed out 
and become a part of the reimbursable allocation. 

Senator ANDERSON. We have had testimony now that this was an 
equitable allotment for fish and wildlife. Does the Bureau of the 
Budget not agree with you? 

Mr. McBroom. I cannot say whether they agree that it is equitable 
but they objected to the allocation of any of the joint costs of this to 
fish and wildlife and would prefer that only the specific costs of pro- 
viding fish and wildlife benefits be so allocated. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am looking at page 2 of the Bureau of the 
Budget report and I will just quote from it. They say, “Using the 
separable costs-remaining benefits method * * * 

You would not question that method, would you? 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. 
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Senator ANDERSON (reading): 


* * * and 50-year period of analysis and allocating to fish and wildlife and to 
recreation only the added costs of providing for these purposes, we have been 
advised informally by your Department that the costs of the proposed project 
would be allocated as follows: 

Municipal and industrial water $10, 520, 000 
Flood control 6, 910, 000 
Fish and wildlife 540, 000 
Recreation 304, 000 


18, 274, 000 

I am trying to find out what the comment is on that. The Bureaw 
of the Budget has recommended this sort of appraisal of the project. 

Mr. McBroom. They would use the separable cost-remaining bene- 
fits methods for the other parts of the project but not for fish and 
wildlife. In that case, they would recommend that the separable 
costs only of fish and wildlife be included and so allocated. I fail to 
follow the reasoning there where they use the separable costs-remaining 
benefits method but use only the separable costs for one of the 
purposes. 

Senator ANpERson. Take the first sentence: 

The allocation of 25 percent of the first cost of the project to the provision of 
fsh and wildlife opportunities appears to be highly questionable. 

Where did you get your 25 percent figure? How did you arrive at 
it? 
Mr. McBroom. Let me say this, Mr. Chairman 

Senator ANDERSON. I would rather you say what I asked you about. 
The Bureau of the Budget questions your 25 percent allocations of 
fish and wildlife. How did you get the 25 percent? 

Mr. McBroom. Our function in the Fish and Wildlife Service is to 
provide the estimate of benefits, which we did. The Bureau of 
Reclamation then took our estimates of benefits along with the Corps 
of Engineers estimates of flood control benefits and the benefits to 
municipal and industrial water supply and went through the separable 
costs-remaining benefits method in order to arrive at the estimated 
allocation to fish and wildlife. It is not possible to take the estimated 
benefits to only one purpose and then proceed directly to the alloca- 
tion of those costs to that.purpose. All of the benefits must be related 
to each other and to the total cost in order to arrive at the various 
allocations. 

We defend our estimates of fish and wildlife benefits on this project. 
It is an excellent project from a fish and wildlife standpoint. We 
believe our benefit estimate is very conservative. 

Mr. Paumer. Mr. Chairman, what happens in a case like this is that 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Corps of Engineers, each in turn develops 
estimates of the benefits which they turn over to the Bureau of Recla- 
mation. We in turn use these estimated benefits in the allocation 
procedures to determine the cost allocation. 

This is consistent, which is what I believe you wish to ascertain, and 

hich is part of Senator Schoeppel’s question, whether these proce- 
lures are completely consistent with approved procedures, were they 
onsistent with procedures that have been followed elsewhere, where 
illocations have been made on fish and wildlife and do they 
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Senator ANpERsON. No, I have got something else in mind. When 
you pass a bill through the Congress does not dispose of it, it then goes 
to your Department, the Bureau of the Budget. If a division of the 
executive department has ordered that it is a bad allocation of money 
you sometimes get a veto as I have found out. 

The President signed the Weber Basin, President Truman did, but 
he vetoed the one in my State. I thought the President and I were 
reasonably good friends, but one got vetoed and one got passed because 
the division said we had not quite calculated the project equitably. 

I am trying to keep from getting this project to the President on a 
basis that one of his departments will reject it and recommend the veto 
for it if it should pass the Congress. I am trying to put into this record 
some justification for the figure that you have used, or in the absence 
of justification find out from the Wichita people if they are prepared 
to pay the price that the Bureau of the Budget says is a proper price. 

How do you arrive at the fact that one-fourth of this cost is charged 
to fish and wildlife on a municipal water project when the Bureau of 
the Budget says it only takes $540,000? 

Mr. Paumer. The difference in the two allocations is as Mr. 
McBroom mentioned earlier. The Bureau of the Budget says that 
in using the separable costs-remaining benefits procedure you consider 
only separable costs associated with providing fish and wildlife bene- 
fits and allocate those separable costs as a nonreimbursable fish and 
wildlife purpose. You do not dip back into joint costs. You simply 
add the separable costs as, for example, the 2,500 acres of land which 
would. be a specific cost allocated per Bureau of Budget. The true 
joint costs of the reservoir would not be allowed. 

So the question is, Do you actually, in fact, follow the separable 
costs-remaining benefits method of allocation for all benefits provided 
by a project, or do you only do that on selected purposes? 

The Department’s position in the Wichita submittal is that you 
use the separable costs-remaining benefits method of allocation, but 
in so doing, you accord uniformity to all of the services provided by 
the project. 

Senator ANDERSON. Part of your difficulty is that this isa Municipal 
Water Supply Act project. The Bureau of the Budget, I imagine, is 
a little alarmed over the number of municipal water projects that are 
now being proposed as reclamation projects. ° They are beginning to 
ask, If this is a water project, why not charge the cost to water; why 
charge it to fish and wildlife? 

We have the same thing in the Norman project now before us and 
in a dozen others. The Bureau of the Budget has raised a funda- 
mental question. They say, “It would appear from the report that 
the added cost of providing for fish and wildlife is $540,000 and that 
only that amount should be allocated to fish and wildlife rather than 
$4,598,000 as proposed in the report. 

What is your answer to that, Mr. McBroom? 

Mr. McBroom. Our answer to thet, Mr. Chairman, is that. the 

rocedure used by the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Bureau of 
ackerandion: in this cese is consistent with congressional ene.ctments, 
including the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. 

Senator AND’ Rson. What would happen if this was a water project 
being handled exclusively by the Corps of Engineers? 
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Mr. McBroom. We would also, in such a case, make an investiga- 
tion in &@ comparable manner and an estimate of the benefits; the 
corps could then make a similar allocation. I think it might be 
helpful here to refer to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act which 
isa part of reclamation law. In section 2(d) that act states that the 
Secretary— 


shall make findings on the part of the estimated cost of the project which can 
roperly be allocated to means and measures to prevent loss of and damage to 
wildlife resources, which costs shall not be reimbursable, and an appropriate share 
of the project costs may be allocated to development and improvement of wildlife 
resources, 


Also section 2(f) provides that part of the cost of joint use facilities 
may be allocated to wildlife by either the Corps of Engineers or the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

The Secretary has made such allocations by his approval of the 
Department’s planning report. 

Perhaps it would be helpful if those two sections on that page 
where I have underscored were incorporated, 

Senator ANDERSON. Without objection, section 2(d) and section 
o(f) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act will be placed in the 
record at this point. 

(The excerpts referred to follow:) 


Fish AND WILDLIFE CooRDINATION AcT 


Sec. 2(d) The cost of planning for and the construction or installation and main- 
tenance of such means and measures adopted to carry out the conservation pur- 
s of this section shall constitute an integral part of the cost of such projects: 
Provided, That such cost attributable to the development and improvement of 
wildlife shall not extend beyond those necessary for (1) land acquisition, (2) modi- 
fication of the project, and (3) modification of project operations; but shall not 
include the operation of wildlife facilities nor the construction of such facilities 
beyond those herein described: And provided further, That, in the case of projects 
authorized to be constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the 
Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory 
thereof or supplementary thereto), the Secretary of the Interior, in addition to 
allocations made under section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 
Stat. 1187), shall make findings on the part of the estimated cost of the project which 
can properly be allocated to means and measures to prevent loss of and damage 
to wildlife resources, which costs shall not be reimbursable, and an appropriate 
share of the project costs may be allocated to development and improvement of wildlife 
resources, With a finding as to the part of such allocated costs, if any, to be reim- 
bursed by non-Federal fish and wildlife agencies or interests.”’ [Emphasis added.] 
* * * * * * * 


Sec. 2(f) In addition to other requirements, there shall be included in any 
report submitted to Congress supporting a recommendation for authorization of 
any new project for the control or use of water as described herein (including any 
new division of such project or new supplemental works on such project) an esti- 
mation of the wildlife benefits or losses to be derived therefrom including benefits 
to be derived from measures recommended specifically for the development and 
improvement of wildlife resources, the cost of providing wildlife benefits (including 
the cost of additional facilities to be installed or lands to be acquired specifically 
for that particular phase of wildlife conservation relating to the development 
and improvement of wildlife), the part of the cost of joint-use facilities allocated to 
wildlife, and the pos of such costs, if any, to be reimbursed by non-Federal 
interests.”” [Emphasis added.] 


_Mr. McBroom. I would also like to invite the committee’s atten- 
tion to a selected list of authorized reclamation projects which have 
included nonreimbursable allocations to fish and wildlife in recent 
years. In each of these cases the procedures used by the Fish and 
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Wildlife Service and the Bureau of Reclamation in arriving at the 
allocation were identical. 

Senator ANDERSON. It may have been identical, but it is not com. 
parable, is it? 

I see you have got the Vermejo project on this list. The $2,747,000 | 
estimated costs had $198,000 allowed the fish and wildlife. That js 
a vast difference between allocating half of the cost to fish and wildlife 
and other purposes and allocating 10 percent of it. 

Mr. McBroom. Senator Anderson, in New Mexico you are blessed 
by very fine fish and game habitat and a lot of opportunities for 
people to go fishing and hunting without a manmade reservoir. Our 
estimate of benefits is based on effective use by man of these facilities, 

Senator ANDERSON. We pay more interest and get less charged off. 

Mr. McBroom. We try to estimate the benefits on the basis of 
predicted uses. In the Plains States there is a great hunger for good 
fishing and hunting sites. People do not have the opportunities they 
have in some other parts of the country. 

Senator ANDERSON. We benefit by that. 

The Canadian River project, $100 million; only $4 million is fish 
and wildlife—4 percent. 

The Central Valley project, 2 percent; the Washita River Basin of 
Oklahoma, $40 million, and only $800,000 for fish and wildlife, but on 
this project you have a very high percentage. 

Mr. McBroom. This happens to be a very good project along with 
other projects.in the Great Plains. 

Senator ANDERSON. Was the fish and wildlife allocation put in to 
make it feasible? 

Mr. McBroom. No sir. The allocation was made on the basis of 
our studies. They and the report over them were not intended to 
make the project either feasible or infeasible. We tried to present 
our best estimate of the fish and wildlife benefits. We had no knowl- 
edge of the total project costs or of project allocations at the time our 
studies completed and the report proposed. 

Mr. Patmer. May I respond to your question, Senator? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. Patmer. The inclusion of fish and wildlife allocation on this 
project was not done in any sense to make it feasible. 

Senator AnprrRson. It is completely different in its amount from 
any of these projects you have submitted. 

Mr. Patmer. On the list you have right in front of you, if you turn 
the page there is San Angelo, which has a fairly sizable allocation. 

Senator ANDERSON. $32 million, and $3,500,000 for fish and wildlife. 
That is 10 percent, but you want 40 or 45 percent for fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Pautmer. No. 

Senator ANDERSON. You have got a little bit more than they have 
here. You have an $18 million project and $4% million is fish and 
wildlife. That is 25 percent. 

Mr. Pautmer. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. In the Collbran project of Colorado, nearly 
$15 million project, you allowed $100,000 for fish and wildlife. In the 
Canadian River, $100,430,000 and $4,430,000 for fish and wildlife. 
Central Valley, $800 million, $13 million for fish and wildlife. And 
Colorado River storage project, $1,001 million, and you allowed $2 
million for fish and wildlife, less than about 2 percent. 
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But when you get to this one which needs a little bolstering, you 
come up with what? 25 or 30 percent? I think you ought to have 
some explanation of that as to why you got that fish and wildlife so 
high. 

Mr. McBroom. Our estimate of fish and wildlife benefits on this 
project, as I have said, are conservative. We estimate them to be 
$289,000 per year. The Bureau of Reclamation took the other 
benefits—to reclamation, flood control, and water supply—and ran 
them through the separable costs-remaining benefits procedure, 
and this resulted in the allocation which you have before you which 
admittedly is a high one. 

Senator ANDERSON. Well, now, on the Washita Basin of Oklahoma, 
people of Oklahoma are looking for fishing places just as much as the 
people of Wichita, Kans., are they not? 

Mr. McBroom. I am sure they are. 

Senator AnpERsoN. On that one, it is a $40 million project, or 
approximately 2% times the size of this one, and the allocation of fish 
and wildlife was approximately a fifth, or sixth of what you put on 
this one. 

Mr. McBroom. It is a matter of proportion. We computed them 
in exactly the same manner. 

Senator ANDERSON. They were? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. How did you ever come out with $839,000 for 
fish and wildlife with a $40 million project with a large lake and 
come out with your figures on this one, if they are computed on the 
same basis? 

Mr. McBroom. Again, because of the relationship of the benefits 
which we computed to the total project benefits. I want to make it 
very clear, sir, that we deal with all of these things in a scientific 
manner and we are out to find the facts and we think we have found 
them in each of these cases. It just happens to come out that way 
because new fish and wildlife opportunities are particularly important 
in some of these projects in the Great Plains. 

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Burnett? 

Mr. Burnett. In relation to Washita and to the Canadian River 
project. 

Senator Jounson. On the Canadian project, we adopted it, it was 
purely municipal water, was it not? 

Mr. Burnett. And flood control. 

Senator ANpERsoN. An acre of irrigation here and there but it was 
almost entirely water. Now, vou and I know the topography over at 
Amarillo very well and over at Wichita very well. Explain how you 
would come out with 4 percent on one and the other 25 percent. 

Mr. Burnett. One of the principal reasons is because that is total 
project cost there, not just reservoir cost. ‘The allocation is to the 
reservoir cost. When you get the percentage of allocation to fish and 
wildlife as against the reservoir cost only—— 

Senator ANDERSON. It would still be off, would it not? 

Mr. Burnett. Somewhat. : 

Senator ANDERSON. How do you explain that? 

Mr. Burnett. Mr. McBroom has explained it to you as well as I 
can doit. Wecan only use the evaluations that the Fish and Wildlife 
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Service give us to put into the formula for making the allocations and 
we come out with that answer. 

Senator ANDERSON. I want you to get around to Bureau of the 
Budget language so we have some basis for saying this is all right, 
The Bureau of the Budget says, “The added costs provided for fish 
and wildlife is $540,000.” 

I can understand that you have not held to that figure. We have 
not held to it in any of these projects. But they want to put that 
figure down as against $4,598,000. I am just wondering if there is 
any evidence that you can find that we are not launching into an era 
where in order to make these projects feasible we start adding to the 
fish and wildlife benefits whatever is necessary. 

Mr. McBroom. The $540,000 that the Bureau of the Budget sug- 
gests consists of a cost of $300,000 for land acquisition and for a share 
of the cost of the reservoir to provide the 10,000 acres for fish and 
wildlife pool. 

Senator ANDERSON. That remaining pool? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes. Those would be separable costs. The Bu- 
reau of the Budget’s proposition is, in effect, that they should also 
be the measure of the benefits. 

We witnesses here from the Department are suggesting that the 
rest of the fish and wildlife benefits from the rest of the reservoir 
should be recognized. This great reservoir, which is to provide water 
supply for the city of Wichita can, while doing that, provide great 
fish and wildlife benefits in an area where they are sorely needed. 
We believe those benefits are real and should be recognized in the cost 
allocation. 

Senator ANDERSON. Go ahead, Mr. Palmer. 


I think we will put this list of projects in the record. 
(The list referred to follows:) 
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Selected list of authorized reclamation projects which include preservation and propa- 
gation of fish and wildlife as one of the project purposes and the amount of project 
construction cost allocated to that function as a nonreimbursable Federal cost 

Nonreim- 

Estimated bursable 

Project Authorizing act construction | allocation to 


cost ! Fish and 
Wildlife ! 


Yakima, Wash. (Kennewick division) -- Puke Law 629, 80th, June 12, $14, 508, 000 $1, 167, 000 
Weber Basin, Utah Public Law 273, 81st, Aug. 29, 73, 513, 000 1, 730, 000 
vaeneiosne: Mer. 8.051 2 ts Publi Law 848, 8ist, Sept. 27, 2, 747, 000 198, 000 
Palisades, Idaho Public Law 864, 8lst, Sept. 30, 62, 000, 000 640, 000 
Canadian River, Tex Public Law 898, 81st, Dec. 29, 100, 430, 000 4, 443, 000 


Collbran, Colo Public Law 445, 82d, July 3, 1952. 14, 881, 000 100, 000 

Talent division, Rogue River Basin, — Law 606, 83d, Aug. 20, 23, 717, 000 104, 000 
Oreg. ‘ 

Central Valley, Calif. (reauthorization) .| Emergency Relief Act, 1935, and 799, 879, 000 13, 899, 000 

subsequent acts. 

Washita River Basin, Okla Public Law 419, 84th, Feb. 25, 40, 352, 000 839, 000 


1956. 
Colorado River storage project and | Public Law 485, 84th, Apr. 11, 1, 001, 042, 000 3 2, 664, 000° 
1956. 


participating projects. . 
Washoe, Nevada-California Public Law 858, 84th, Aug. 1, 52, 000, 000 2 2, 000, 000 
1 


Crooked River, Oreg Public Law 992, 84th, Aug. 6, 7, 804, 000 490, 000 
1956. 
Little Wood River, Idaho Public Law 993, 84th, Aug. 6, 2, 212, 000 244, 300° 


. 1956. 

Chief Joseph..Dam project; (Greater.| Public Law 393, 85th, May 5, 7, 806, 000 90, 000 
Wenatchee division). 1958. 

San Angelo project, Texas Public Law 85-152, 85th, Aug. 32, 220, 000 3, 584, 000 
16, 1957. 
Missouri River Basin project (various | Flood Control Act of Dec. 22, | 5, 782,444,000 78, 413, 000 
units). opens and acts supplementary 

thereto. 








! Fiscal year 1960 official data from Bureau of Reclamation. 

Limitation of costs authorized in Public Law 858, exclusive of costs of measures undertaken pursuant to 
the act of Aug. 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), to mitigate damages to fish and wildlife resources. 

} Allocation incomplete since no appraisal of fish and wildlife benefits from the storage project has yet 
been made and benefits from participating projects have been only partially evaluated. 


Mr. Paum_er. I might refer to the cost of $18,274,000 and go back 
to the $7,650,000 item mentioned earlier. It should be pointed 
out that in addition to these $18 million costs tabulated in this state- 
ment here, the city will incur some $7.6 million costs in building the 
pumping plant and pipeline, distributaties, and so on, so if we are 
— in terms of total project cost we should combine those two 
gures. 

Senator ANDERSON. Tell me now, ‘we have had the Norman project, 
how much fish and wildlife is there in the Norman project? 

Mr. Paumer. I do not have that figure with me. 

Mr. Barcuay. A little over $2 million—$2,360,000. The total cost 
of the project is $19,042,000 while the reservoir alone is $11,521,000. 

Senator ANDERSON. Similar to this. 

All right. 

Mr. Patmer. Our report has been reviewed by the affected States 
and Federal agencies and by the Bureau of the Budget. The Bureau 
of the Budget, by letter of June 19, advised that there would be no 
objection to submission of the report to the Congress but recom- 
mended that authorization of the project be deferred until action has 
been taken upon pending flood-control cost-sharing bills such as S. 206) 
that only the separable costs of providing for fish and wildlife be 
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allocated to that purpose, and that the period of economic analysis 
be 50 years instead of 100 years. n 

Senator ANDERSON. Let me ask you about that. Just a moment 
ago you had a 40-year period. 

Mr. Patmer. The 40 year is the repayment period; the 50 year is 
the period of economic analysis. 

Senator ANDERSON. What is the 100 years? 

Mr. Parmer. The economic life of the project is at least 100 years. 
Because of the nature of structure we used a 100-year period of 
analysis in determining the ratio of the benefits to costs. 

Senator ANDERSON. Did you use 100 years on the fish and wildlife? 

Mr. McBroom. Fish and wildlife benefits—I want to explain our 
role in this particular, Senator. 

Senator ANpERSOoN. Why don’t you just say yes or no? Did you 
use 100 years in fish and wildlife? The man over here is nodding his 
head and you will not answer. He seems to know what the answer is. 

Mr. McBroom. The Fish and Wildlife Service did not use 100 
years. We computed an annual benefit figure and gave it to the 
Bureau of Reclamation who used it as we have described. 

Senator ANDERSON. Why did you nod your head? 

Mr. Barciay. They—the Fish and Wildlife Service—provided the 
annual benefits and we capitalized that over 100 years and that goes 
into the formula. 

Senator ANDERSON. You handed him a sheet of paper knowing he 
would put the 100 years on it, but he did not know it? 

Mr. McBroom. We handed him a report based on our investiga- 
tion containing average annual benefits, and they utilized it, as you 
say. 
Senator ANDERSON. What would happen to this project if you 
accepted the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget and made 
the period of economic analysis 50 years? What happens to these 
costs? What happens to the allocations and so forth? 

Mr. Pautmer. Here are the various items as we compare them, the 
difference between the 100 years and the 50 years for the municipal 
water supply; 100 years is $7 million, 50 years is $8 million. 

Senator ANDERSON. $7,022,000? 

Mr. Pautmer. Yes. 

Senator ANDERSON. Is it actually $8 million? 

Mr. Pautmer. $8,104,000. 

Senator ANDERSON. What I am trying to get to is this: The cost to 
Wichita is $1 million difference if you use the 50 years as against 100 
years. 

Mr. Pater. In terms of the total allocation, that is correct. 

Senator AnpEerson. No; what I was going to say was if this meant 
the difference between approving and disapproving the project, which 
I take might be well advised to pay the other $1 million and get some- 
thing that the President would sign. Hemightnot. But I am trying 
to find out about him. 

Mr. Pautmer. The flood control allocation goes from $6,350,000 on a 
basis of 100 years to $5,715,000 on a 50-year basis. Fish and wildlife 
would go down from $4,598,000 on a 100-year analysis to $4,151,000. 
Recreation would remain the same. 

Senator Anperson. So that the real effect of the 50-year basis 
would be one million and about eighty-eight thousand dollars? 
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Mr, Patmar. This is on the basis of a separable costs-remaining 
benefits allocation. 


Senator ANDERSON. Even if we went with the project as it now is, 
ve would know that what we were doing would not be a tremendous 


sum. 
Mr. Patmur. That is correct and I would like to supply for you a 
short statement on these comparisons and to give you the justification 


lor the 100-year analysis. There are certain considerations that bear 
on the desirability of the 100-year analysis. 


Senator ANDERSON. That is what I am trying to get to, to meet 
the Bureau of the Budget’s objections head on, and we will put into 
the record at this point the material which Mr. Palmer will present 
later showing the differences in computing the cost on a 100-year 
frmula and a 50-year formula and the reasons why the 100-year 
formula was adopted. 

Mr. Pater. That is right. 

(The information supplied is as follows:) 


Prriop oF Economic ANALYSIS 


The Bureau of the Budget in commenting on the Wichita project, Cheney 
division, indicated that water resources development projects should be evaluated 
within their expected economic life, but not beyond 50 years. In compliance with 
Senator Anderson’s request, we present a comparative tabulation of the cost 
allocations on the Wichita project on the 50-year and the 100-year bases using the 
separable costs-remaining benefits method of cost allocation. 


Function 


Municipal water supply. 
Flood control 
Fish and wildlife 


The Bureau of Reclamation believes that it is justified in using the 100-year 
period of economic analysis whenever the useful life of the project is expected to 
be 100 years or longer and, under such circumstances, it has for years based the 
feasibility and justification of its projects upon that period. Use of 100 years as 
the upper limit for economic analysis is supported by the recently published 
“green book,”’ the report on ‘Proposed Practices for Economic Analysis of River 
Basin Projects,”” prepared by the Subcommittee on Evaluation Standards. This 
subcommittee of the Interagency Committee on Water Resources includes repre- 
sentatives of the Departments of Army, Agriculture, Commerce, Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare, and Interior, and the Federal Power Commission. 

The reasonable physical useful life of such a facility as Cheney Dam and Reser- 
voir is limited only by its capacity to entrap and store sediment. Cheney Reser- 
voir will have sufficient storage capacity available for sediment retention to assure 
that sufficient active storage capacity will remain even after 100 years of oper- 
ation to serve its conservation and flood control functions. 

It is inconceivable that this active capacity would be rendered useless or 
uneconomic in the future through obsolescence or technological advances in 
water supply engineering. Water requirements for all purposes are growing at a 
tremendous rate under the influence of expanding population, improving stand- 
ards of living, greater dependence on irrigation, and new and better manufactur- 
ing and industrial processes. Long before the 100 years has elapsed, the water 
requirements of the Wichita area will exceed present resources and the capability 
of Cheney Reservoir and will make it necessary to develop additional water 
pources, 

From the standpoint of useful life of facilities, therefore, the analysis of such 
projects on even longer periods than 100 years could be justified. Such analyses, 
however, are based upon the present worth of benefits over the period of analysis. 
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The effect of interest rates upon the present worth of benefits years in the future 
is to reduce that worth progressively with the increasing number of years. Beyond 
100 years, the present worth factor becomes so small that it is insignificant com- 
pared with the present worth of the first 100. years benefits. 

Adopting the recommendations of the Bureau of the.Budget with 
regard to the fish and wildlife allocation and the period of analysis 
would change the cost allocation about as follows: 

Maveniousa: waver (remnpurssiie) sO. oo oo ob oS ocean ks $10, 520, 000 
Flood control (nonreimbursable) 6, 910, 000 


Fish and wildlife (nonreimbursable) 540, 000 
Recreation (nonreimbursable) 304, 000 


18, 274, 000 


The corresponding benefit-cost ratio would be 2.32 to 1. 

If the flood control cost-sharing criteria under consideration in 
S. 2060 were adopted, about $2,073,000 of the flood control allocation 
would be reimbursable by local interests if they can be identified. 

Senator ANDERSON. S. 2060 was an administration proposal, was 
it not? 

Mr. Patmer. That is right, one of several bills. 

The procedures which were used in the Department’s report on 
this project are in accordance with established Federal law, policies, 
and precedents with regard to the period of analysis, the nonreimburs- 
able flood control allocation and. fish and wildlife. They have been 
included in many projects previously considered and authorized by 
the Congress. 

Mr. LinEweAvER. Pending before the Public Works Committee, 
is that right? 


Mr. Patmer. That is right. 
It is vital that the limited number of good reservoir sites not be 
wasted on single-purpose developments. Therein lies the principal 
reason for Federal participation in providing municipal water as ge 


At a site such as Cheney the important functions of flood control and 
fish and wildlife can be accommodated equally as well as that of 
municipal water supply. A municipality normally cannot nor should 
it be expected to bear the costs of these associated functions, as most: 
of the beneficiaries from such functions come from outside the area as 
differentiated from those. who assume the repayment obligation. 
Thus local participation in Federal projects through repayment with 
interest of all municipal water supply costs, provides one answer to 
efficient, economic development of the Nation’s remaining water 
supplies. 

The provision of municipal water supply is by. no means a new 
purpose of the reclamation program. Initial authority for municipal 
water supply service from reclamation projects was granted in the 
Town Site Act of 1906 and the authority was broadened in 1920. The 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939 opened the door for greater attention 
to municipal water needs and since then the municipal water supply 
aspect of reclamation projects has become more and more important. 
The Water Supply Act of 1958 gives further recognition to the impor- 
tance of municipal water supply along ‘with even broader authority 
for including the function in Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of 
Engineers projects. 

he Department of the Interior endorses the plan for the Wichita 
project, Cheney division, as outlined in the report which has been 
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submitted to this committee. We recommended the enactment of 
§. 1092 with the clarifying amendment discussed in-Mr. Aandahl’s 
report on the bill. 

Senator ANDERSON. You do not recommend the inclusion of the 
changes that were suggested by the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Paumer. No; we do not. We recommend the enactment of 
the bill as clarified by this one amendment. 

In summary, we~believe.the Wichita project, Cheney division, 
represents one of the finest examples of joint cooperation between the 
Federal Government and local interests in developing a valuable 
water resource. Cooperation by the city of Wichita has been 
exemplary. 

The city has taken every possible step prior to authorization to 
evidence its good faith and intention to meet the requirements for 
cooperation and repayment in accordance with usual reclamation 
ractice. 

. It has (1) recently acquired its municipal water distribution system 
at a cost of over $30 million; (2) held elections by which the voters 
agreed to construct and: finance the city’s share of the works, and to 
repay its allocated share of reservoir costs based on the Department’s 
report; (3) endorsed a proposed contract on this basis, providing for 
repayment in 40 equal annual installments, with interest as contem- 
vlated in S. 1092; and (4) made filings for water rights on the north 
fork of Ninnescah River, which remain in force until December 31, 
1960, pending authorization or construction of the project. 

I want to thank you and to stress what a pleasant relationship this 
has been in working with the city officials. 

Senator ANDERSON. You recommend the adoption of this legisla- 
tion as presented in Senator Schoeppel’s bill with the clarifying 
amendment only? 

Mr. Pautmer. With the clarifying amendment only as in the de- 
partmental report to you. 

Senator ANDERSON. Because of time, Mr. McBroom, can your 
statement be submitted, or is it very brief? 

Mr. McBroom. I have just one or two brief observations, Mr. 
Chairman. I would like to stress the fact that the Cheney project 
isin an area where there are few fish and wilflife hunting opportunities 
at the present time. The reservoir considered here will create new 
fishing and hunting opportunities. Some of the projects which are 
shown on the list before you, on the other hand, have good fish and 
wildlife conditions in the natural state. There are damage and ad- 
verse effects on the fishing and hunting opportunities in the fish and 
wildlife habitat by reason of the construction of the project con- 
sequently, many of the allocations on the list before you reflect the 
netting of benefits, where the damage has been deducted and the 
benefits added. This reduces the nonreimbursable allocation. 

I would like to make this point, too, that there is no fixed relation- 
ship between the fish and wildlife allocation and the total project 
costs. This is a relatively low cost project in which, there are very 
high fish and wildlife benefits, whereas some of the rest are high cost 
projects with relatively low fish and wildlife benefits. 

Senator ANDERSON. We need some additional support on this 
uestion that involves some other costs, the flood control costs. I 
think it would be a little difficult to explain the flood control alloca- 
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tion on the basis of the testimony thus far submitted. If you will 

supply us with some information on an area which is frequently 

flooded that would be useful on that basis. . 
(The information supplied follows:) 


VALUE or CHENEY RESERVOIR FOR FLOOD CoNnTROL 


The Ninnescah Valley between Cheney damsite and its confluence with the 
Arkansas River is a broad flat valley flanked by gently sloping uplands. Both the 
north fork and the main stem of the Ninnescah River follow a fairly sinuous course 
within this valley. The stream channel has low banks and is relatively narrow, 
Therefore, it has a small capacity and much of the valley lands are subject to 
flooding even during floods of relatively small peak discharges. The valley has 
been developed extensively, and there are many well developed farms and other 
improvements that are damaged whenever floods occur. 

Studies made by the Corps of Engineers at the request of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation show that there are some 36,070 acres in the Ninnescah Valley below 
Cheney damsite which are subject to flooding. Of this total area, over 75 percent 
or 27,340 acres are cultivated, 6,660 are open pasture land, and 2,070 are wooded 
pasture. On the basis of 1955 prices, annual value of crops grown, including 
pasture, on flood plain lands, is $1,119,100. The total estimated value of physical 
property in the flood plain is $12,258,000. 

The Ninnescah River has a long history of major flooding of its valley, with 
information dating back to 1904. The highest flood stages of record occurred in 
June 1923, but unfortunately, no flow records were obtained at that time. Since 
1938, however, sufficient records have been kept to determine that the Ninnescah 
River overflowed its banks 33 times during the 15-year period of analysis. Addi- 
tional flooding has occurred since completion of the report by the Corps of Engi- 
neers. 

The Corps of Engineers, after study of the historical flood flows and the flood 
control efficiency of the proposed Cheney Reservoir, estimated the reduction in 
frequency and magnitude of floodflows with the reservoir. They then estimated 
the average annual flood losses under present day conditions to highways and 
ane rural lands, improvements and crops, arriving at a figure of 

The tangible annual flood control benefits attributable to Cheney Reservoir 
were calculated on the following bases: 


1. Flood losses prevented 

Operation of the Cheney Reservoir would eliminate about 71 percent of the 
average annual flood losses under present day conditions, $177,050. 
2. Future development 

Over the years, through normal growth and improvement of the area, the 
facilities subject to flood damage would certainly appreciate in value. The present 
worth of future flood losses prevented for this future development results in an 
equivalent annual benefit of $5,250. 
8. Increased land utilization 

Construction of Cheney Reservoir would result in changes in land uses to more 
valuable purposes. The benefit from this factor is estimated to total, $164,300. 
4. Arkansas River benefits 

Cheney Reservoir would afford minor reductions of flood losses on the Arkansas 
River from the mouth of Ninnescah River to the Oklahoma State line. The 
corps estimated this benefit to be $10,400. 

Total flood control benefits 

Total annual flood control benefits as calculated by the Corps of Engineers 
and as used by the Bureau of Reclamation to determine the flood control allocation 
of cost for Cheney Reservoir, $357, 000. 

Mr. McBroom. Finally, sir, section 1 of the Fish and Wildlife Co- 
ordination Act provides that fish and wildlife shall receive equal con- 
sideration in the planning of the water project program of the Federal 
Government. It is doubtful that this equal consideration can be 
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granted if the fish and wildlife allocations are limited to separable 
costs. 

I would like to point to one other thing which is related. Fish and 
wildlife benefits are utilized by the Corps of Engineers in this very 
same region in order to justify projects. I refer to the Heyburn 
Reservoir in Oklahoma, which was authorized in accordance with 
House Document 290 in the 80th Congress. In that case the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors found that the benefits not in- 
cluding fish and wildlife were not sufficient to match the costs. The 
Board concluded in its report that the fish and wildlife benefits were 
real, being developed by an authoritative agency, and therefore in- 
cluded them in the benefit-cost analysis of the Heyburn Reservoir. 
This topped the balance and made the project possible. It was sub- 
sequently authorized by Congress and has now been constructed. 

Here is an excerpt from that House document which includes the 
views of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on this point. 

Senator ANDERSON. The quotation will be put into the record at 
this point. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


[Excerpt from H. Doc. No. 290, June 3, 1947, 80th Cong.] 
PoutEecaT CREEK, OKLA. 


VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND 
HARBORS 


The Board concurs generally in the views and recommendations of the reporting 
oficers. It notes that the anticipated benefits directly associated with flood con- 
trol aggregate $68,520 which when compared to the annual cost of $83,320 indi- 
cates a cost-benefit ratio of 1.0 to 0.82. The Board also notes that the recreational, 
fish, and wildlife benefits of $24,700 anticipated from the improvements have been 
evaluated in part from dat aobtained from official agencies which are considered 
authoritative. The Board is therefore of the opinion that such benefits are real, 
and that their monetary value deserves its proportionate share in the total mon- 
etary benefits anticipated. On this basis, the total anticipated benefits become 
$93,220 which indicates a cost-benefit ratio of 1.0 to 1.12. The Board therefore 
concludes that construction of the improvements is justified. 


Mr. McBroom. Finally, I want to close by saying that we consider 
this an excellent project from a fish and wildlife standpoint and 
recommend its authorization in accordance with the bill. 

Senator ANpERSON. Mr. Barclay, do you have a statement that 
you want to put in? 

Mr. Barcuay. I have filed a detailed statement and if there are 
any other questions I would be glad to answer them. 

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Barclay, is there any question of sedimen- 
tation that might change the economic appraisal of this so that a 
100-year allocation would be unwise or a 50-year allocation cost 
better, or is the problem of sedimentation nonexistent in this project? 

Mr. Barctay. The problem of sedimentation has been recognized. 
In the design of the reservoir we have made allowance for sedimen- 
tation reserve to carry the useful life of the project for the full 100 
years without any adverse effect on the beneficial uses of the reservoir. 

Senator ANDERSON. Thank you. 

Mr. Fugate. 

Mr. Fugate and Mr. Howse also represent the city of Wichita. 
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STATEMENT OF JUSTUS H. FUGATE, MAYOR OF THE CITY of 
WICHITA, ACCOMPANIED BY A. E. HOWSE, FORMER MAYopR 
OF THE CITY OF WICHITA 


Mr. Fueats. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
are appearing before this congressional committee as the official 
representatives of the city of Wichita, Kans., for the purpose of 
expressing the strongest possible support of a proposed Bureau of 
Reclamation reservoir project commonly known in our section of the 
country as the Cheney Reservoir project and officially described as 
the Cheney Division Wichita project (Kansas) as proposed by S. 1099, 

However, before proceeding further, we wish to take this oppor- 
tunity to express for the record our deep appreciation for the coop- 
eration and assistance given to the city of Wichita and to this proposed 
reservoir project: (1) By the Federal departments and agencies and 
river basin States concerned in the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins 
Inter-Agency Committee (AWRRBIAC) as established by the Presi- 
dent in letter directive dated May 19, 1950, pursuant to the provisions 
of the Flood Control Act of 1950; (2) by the various. officials. of the 
Federal departments and agencies concerned under the Inter-Agency 
Agreement on the Coordination of Water and Related Land Resources 
Activities as approved by the President on May 26, 1954; and (3) by 
the various members of the appropriate congressional committees and 
their administrative staff members whose advice and counsel have 
been made available to us throughout the planning of this project. 

We are most appreciative of the splendid assistance and support 
given to us by the Secretary and by various officials of the US. 
Department of the Interior and particularly from its Bureau of 
Reclamation throughout the entire organization extending from the 
area office in Oklahoma City, the regional office in Amarillo, the Chief 
Engineer’s Office in Denver, and the Office of the Commissioner in 
Washington, D.C. 

We are particularly grateful for the continued and wholehearted 
support given to this project by the Honorable Andrew F. Schoeppel 
and the Honorable Frank Carlson, our own Senators from the State 
of Kansas, whose bill S. 2209 was introduced on June 6, 1957, in the 
Senate in the 1st session of the 85th Congress and whose bill 5. 1092 
was introduced ‘on February 17, 1959, in the Senate in the 1st session 
of the 86th Congress. 

In our opinion, the proposed Cheney Division Wichita project 
represents the finest example within our knowledge or experience of 
complete cooperation between the local, State, and Federal Gov- 
ernments. 

Public funds for the appropriate investigations and reports have 
been made available both by the city of Wichita and by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. Data with respect to the geologic, engineering, 
financial, and economic aspects of the project have been exchanged 
freely and on a cooperative basis between the respective municipal, 
State, and Federal agencies concerned. 

The reconnaissance reports, the geologic reports, and the feasibility 
reports issued by the Bureau of Reclamation represent the combined 
best judgment of the various levels of government and are concurred 
in by the city of Wichita and its consulting engineers. 
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The project has been conformed to policies and legislation of the 
three levels of government concerned with respect to matters of water 
supply, flood control, irrigation, hydroelectric power, pollution, fish 
and wildlife conservation, and recreation. 

The project recognizes: (1) the desirability of substantial financial 
participation at the local level in accordance with the so-called 
partnership policy of the Congress and the President; (2) the river 
basin plan as the most practical approach to the development of land 
and water resources on a regional basis irrespective of municipal 
jmits or State boundaries; (3) the economic factors which make it 
impractical for a single unit of government to develop a river basin 
water resources program without the cooperation and participation of 
il levels of government involved; (4) the importance of maximum use 
of scarce reservoir sites and limited water resources in accordance 
vith an overall river basin land and water resources development plan; 
(5) the interdependence of water supply and pollution abatement 
problems and the consequent responsibility of local government to 
make the best possible use of its water supply for the benefit of itself 
and downstream users. 

The city of Wichita appears before this committee today urging 
authorization of the Cheney Division Wichita project at the earliest 
possible date. The time required for project engineering and project 
onstruction will exhaust the margin of reserve provided for our 
municipal water supply by the installation of emergency water wells 
and will place the city on “borrowed time” insofar as its water supply 
is concerned. 

Senator ANDERSON. What is your local water situation in Wichita? 
Are you having trouble with your supply? There is scarcity all over 
the country, there are stories of certain cities having to ration water. 
Are you having trouble in Wichita? 

Mr. Fuears. For the past 3 years we have been blessed with a 
great deal of rain. Our present supply is from wells in the Equus 
beds which are just barely able to supply us with water during the 
year period in which we have had abnormally good rains. 

Senator ANDERSON. If you had normal weather, would you have 
had some trouble? 

Mr. Fueate. Yes. 

Senator ANpERSON. For a community growing as rapidly as 
Wichita, that could get better or worse in the next few years? 

Mr. Fueatr. Very much worse. . 

Senator ANDERSON. Has there been a lowering of the water table? 

Mr. Fuears. Very definitely. There has. been much opposition 
to that from the farmers in the area. 

Senator ANDERSON. Is there much pump irrigation in this section 
of Kansas? 

Mr. Fueatsr. Down in the Arkansas River Valley. 

Senator ANDERSON. Does this make you a sort of competitor with 
these individuals? 

Mr. Fuearte. In our Equus beds there are something over 200 other 
users besides the city of Wichita. 

Senator ANDERSON. Would the completion of this project tend to 
remove you partially from being a competitor? 

Mr. Fueate. Yes. 
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Senator ANDERSON. Thereby there is a benefit to the other users 
‘of the underground water supply. 

Mr. Fueate. Very definitely. That would be highly beneficial to 
farmers in the Equus beds area and below. 

Senator ANDERSON. Is there an increase in the per capita water 
consumption in your community? 

Mr. Fueats. Yes. We have made very great strides in eliminating 
waste of water from certain industrial users. 

Senator ANpwRson. But even eliminating waste, the presence of 
swimming pools, the spread of air conditioning, all those things increase 
the per capita consumption across the country. 

Mr. Fuaeate. Very definitely. 

Senator ANDERSON. Wichita is not immune from that, is it? 

Mr. Fueats. We are not. 

Senator ANDERSON. Therefore, you have an anticipation of a grow. 
ing demand for water in addition to population growth? 

Mr. Fueats. Definitely. 

Senator Anprson. If Wichita is a community of 200,000 people 
and they use X number of gallons per person per day and the con- 
sumption goes up to two X’s even if the community doesn’t grow you 
have a tremendous drain on your water system, 

Mr. Fueats. And a very serious problem. 

Senator ANpurson. You do not regard it as bad that people develop 
swimming pools around their homes? 

Mr. Fueate. No. 

Senator ANDERSON. Therefore it would be acceptable to you to 
try to see that a program of water development is undertaken that 
would help the people? 

Mr. Fuearte. That is right. 

The Cheney division Wichita project is feasible from an economic 
point of view as well as from an engineering point of view. Accord- 
ing to the report of the Department of the Interior, the annual bene- 
fits are approximately three times the annual costs. Cost to the city 
of Wichita for untreated water at the reservoir site is reasonable and 
well within the ability of the city to pay. 

In order to participate with the United States in the proposed 
Cheney division Wichita project and in order to place our entire 
municipal water supply program on a revenue bond basis of financing, 
the city of Wichita has purchased for some $30 million the distribv- 
tion portion of its water supply system formerly owned by a local 
water utility. Since November 1957 the entire waterworks system 
of the city of Wichita including water wells, transmission lines, treat- 
ment works and distribution mains has been owned and operated by 
the municipality. It is the opinion of the consulting engineers, the 
financial analysts and the financial consultants, all retained by the 
city, that present water rates will finance our expanded water supply 
program including the city’s portion of the cost of the Cheney Reservoir. 

Our request for congressional authorization of this project is based 
upon our willingness to assume and to repay the Federal Government 
with interest that portion of the project cost attributable to municipal 
water supply purposes. The terms of a proposed repayment contract 
have been negotiated with the Bureau of Reclamation and have been 
approved by the Board of Commissioners of the city of Wichita 
whose mayor is authorized to execute such repayment contract 
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substantially similar form and substance as may be approved finally 
by the Secretary of the Department of the Interior. The proposed 
repayment contract is reasonable in every respect and well within the 
limits of term, interest rate and rate of repayment customarily estab- 
lished heretofore on similar reclamation projects. 

The investment of the Federal Government is secured beyond ques- 
tion, the city having pledged the receipts from the sale of water from 
all water supply sources rather than solely from the Cheney Reservoir. 

Senator Anperson. Do I understand thereby in addition to giving 
what would normally be the security of the proceeds of the reservoir, 
the pipeline and the water you sell from that, in addition to that 
you have pledged the sale of the water from the pumps? 

Mr. Fueats. That is correct. 

Senator ANDERSON. So you substantially include the security be- 
hind this advance? 

Mr. Fueate. That is right. 

Under the terms of the covenants supporting some $40 million in 
amount of water revenue bonds, the annual payments to the Federal 
Government are classified as operating expenses and are preferred as 
to payment prior to other debt service requirements. 

he Cheney division Wichita project is a joint venture between the 
city of Wichita and the United States in which the city assumes its 
preportionate share of the risk and agrees to repay with interest the 
project. cost allocated to municipal water supply. Thus, the Federal 
Government eventually will be removed from the municipal water 
supply business in this project. Construction cost of the dam, reser- 
voir, basic recreation facilities and fish and wildlife conservation 
facilities is estimated at $18,274,000. The city of Wichita has agreed 
to repay an amount not to exceed $7,396,000 plus interest, which 
amount is approximately 40 percent of the construction cost and an 
allowance for contingencies, thus providing a margin of insurance 
against the necessity of contract renegotiation in the event of advanc- 
ing prices. 

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Palmer, who owned these projects? 

Mr. Paumer. The title of the project will vest in the United States 
wless otherwise provided by subsequent regulation. The right to 
use the water for municipal purposes would vest with the city. 

Senator ANDERSON. After this $7,396,000 is paid the city of Wichita 
does not get the title to this? 

Mr. Paumer. No, they do not get the title. 

Mr. Linewraver. Unless Congress says otherwise. 

Senator ANpErson. I realize Congress can give away anything it 
wants to. 

I wanted to be sure this was not different from any of the other 
projects. 

Mr. Fueare. In addition, the contract provides that the city will 
at its own cost of $7,650,000 construct the pipeline and related trans- 
mission facilities required to transport water from the reservoir site 
to the city limits and that such construction will be undertaken by the 
city concomitantly with the construction of the Cheney Dam and 
Reservoir by the Federal Government. Thus, it may be seen that the 
total construction cost of dam, reservoir, basic recreation facilities, 
fsh and wildlife conservation facilities, pipeline and related trans- 
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mission facilities approximates $25,924,000 of which amount the city 
of Wichita will pay approximately $15 million or some 58 percent. 

The city of Wichita appears before this committee to ask that the 
Federal Government authorize the project and approve as_non- 
reimbursable those project costs attributed to flood control, to recrea- 
tion and te the conservation of fish and wildlife. 

This request is made: (1) after the city has agreed to obligate itself 
for repayment in full of the reimbursable municipal water supply costs: 
(2) after the city has agreed to construct the connecting pipeline and 
related transmission facilities from its own funds unrelated to Federal 
financing; (3) after the city has purchased the distribution properties 
of the local water utility at a cost of approximately $30 million in 
order to consolidate all its water operations into a single municipal 
water system with a total capital investment approximating $60 
million; (4) after the city has obtained approval of the appropriate 
application for water rights for the reservoir site from an ageney of the 
State of Kansas; (5) after the city has complied with a 12 point pollu- 
tion abatement program including among other things the construc- 
tion of $6.5 million of additional sewage treatment facilities as approv- 
ed by the Kansas State Board of Health and by the Federal Public 
Health Service; (6) after the city has obtained the necessary enabling 
legislation from the Kansas State Legislature; (7) after the city has 
secured the approval of the electorate of Wichita; and (8) after the 
city has adopted a formal resolution tendering the management of the 
Cheney Reservoir for fish and wildlife conservation and recreation 
purposes to the Kansas Forestry, Fish and Game Commission and/or 
the Kansas State Park Commission as may be determined by the 
Governor of the State of Kansas in accordance with the recommenda- 
tion of the National Park Service. 

In conclusion, we should advise the committee of the unprecedented 
and wholehearted support which this project has received not only in 
Wichita but throughout the entire State of Kansas. The Cheney 
division Wichita project has been approved by the mayor’s advisory 
committee on water problems; has been approved by the Wichita 
Civic Council, an organization comprising the presidents of more than 
100 local civic, business, labor, and religious organizations; has been 
approved by 5 separate city commissions since the project was first 
recommended in 1952 by the city’s consulting engineers; has been 
approved by 10 former mayors of Wichita; has been approved by the 
Governor of the State of Kansas after clearance through the appro- 
priate State agencies concerned; has been cleared officially through 
the Federal departments and agencies and States concerned in 
the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins Inter-Agency Committee 
(AWRRBIAC); and is supported on a bipartisan basis by members 
of both political parties comprising the entire congressional delegation 
from Kansas including Representative Rees from the Fourth Con- 
gressional District, who has introduced identical supporting legisla- 
tion (H.R. 4606) in the U.S. House of Representatives. 

Senator ANpERsoNn. Mr. Howse, do you agree with this statement? 

Mr. Howsz. I do, sir. 

Senator AnpERsoN. Do you support the project fully? 

Mr. Howsz. I support the project fully and I am happy to say it 
was initiated during my term of office. 
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The purpose of my appearing here today is to indicate complete 
cooperation and interrelationship between previous administrations 
and the present administration. — 

Senator ANDERSON. The official complete statement of the city of 
Wichita—we will take a look at it and decide if it ought to be printed 
in the record at this point.or just received. hte 

We will receive it and try to decide what. to do about the printing 
of it. 

Mr. Fueate. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | 

Senator ANDERSON. I want to ask you one or two questions here: 

The Department of the Bureau of the Budget says: 

Accordingly, while there would be no objection to submission of your proposed 
report to the Congress, the Bureau of the Budget would recommend that legisla- 
tion to authorize the project include a provision requiring the city of Wichita to 
repay within 50 years with interest 57.6 percent of the cost of Cheney Dam and 
Reservoir. 

Do you think that is a proper requirement? 

Mr. Fueate. I do not and I[ will yield to Mr. Howse for the answer 
to that. 

Senator ANpeRsOoN. I would be happy to have you answer it, 
Colonel, if you would. 

Mr. Howss. Listening to the testimony of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion of the Department of the Interior, I would like to read you one 
statement from one paragraph: 

The procedures which were used in the Department’s report on this project are 
in accordance with established Federal law. The policies and precedents with 
regard to the period of analysis for nonreimbursable flood control allocation and 
fish and wildlife have been included in many projects previously considered and 
authorized by the Congress. 


The Department of the Interior endorses the Wichita project as 
outlined in the report submitted to this committee. We recommend 
the enactment of S. 1092 with the clarifying amendment discussed in 
Mr. Aandahl’s report on the bill. 

We should say for the record that the city has spent nearly 5 years’ 
time in complying with existing Federal policy and with every single 
requirement that has been made by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
There remains today nothing further that the city can do which we 
have been asked to do by the Bureau of Reclamation. We held our 
municipal elections. The contract has been authorized and is in 
accordance with the terms of the present Federal policies. We feel 
they should apply equally to the city of Wichita as they have applied 
in the past to many other projects. 

Senator ANDERSON. We have a provision in the Small Projects Act 
that they can run for 50 years, but we have not approved them on the 
basis of 50 years. There was a Texas project that came in and I said 
Ido not want anything to do with it unless you cut it down to 35 
years and we finally cut it down to 35 years. 

I do not say this is desirable in this instance. There is nothing in 
the Federal law that says it can be done in 100 years, there is nothing 
in the law that prevents you from cutting it down to 40 or 35. I am 
trying to get the representatives from Wichita to say whether it is 
proper to put it down to 50 years. I want in the record something to 
show your reaction to the Bureau of the Budget. 
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Mr. Howse. The project has been engineered on the basis of a 100 
year life. It contains the sediment control features and we do nof 
consider a reduction of the term appropriate. 

Senator ANpERSON. Do you agree, Mr. Mayor? 

Mr. Fueare. I agree. 

Mr. Linewreaver. Mr. Chairman, the repayment period is 40 years 

Mr. Fueate. That is correct. 

Senator ANpEerson. If I stated otherwise you have corrected me 
I am not worrying about that but am talking about the hundred-yeag 
basis for some of these benefits. . 

You think it would be improper and destructive to your whole 
program if they tried to alter that to a basis different from what the 
reclamation Service has thus far discussed with you? 

Mr. Fucate. We do. 

Senator ANpERSON. The report of the Bureau of the Budget als 
—— that this project be delayed until a piece of legislation 
passed. 

Some of us have found that, as Josh Billings has said, ‘“The doubtful 
things are uncertain,” and there is no way of knowing when the 
legislation might be passed: It might be passed this year, 5 years 
from now, or not for 10 years. 

Can the city of Wichita wait? 

Mr. Fueate. We cannot. 


Mi 
or ti 


Senator ANDERSON. Do you agree with this recommendation that 


it be held up contingent upon the passage of something else? 
Mr. Fuaate. We do not. 


Senator ANDERSON. You feel that other projects of this naturef, 
have been adopted, we are considering, for example, the Norman 
project, that an exception should not be made in the case of the city 


of Wichita and you should not have to wait? 

Mr. Fueare. That is so. 

Senator ANDERSON. Colonel Howse, do you agree with that? 

Mr. Howssr. I do agree and if this project is to be delayed pending 
the establishment of a new congressional policy we would feel tha 
all other similer projects going through Congress would receive 
similar treatment. 

Mr. Fueate. We hope that is not the case. 

Senator AnpERsON. Is there any additional testimony you wish 
to make on this project? 

Mr. Fvaeare. There is not. 

Senator ANDERSON. Is there additional testimony you feel ought 
to be on the record in regard to the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Patmer. I know of none on the part of the Bureau of Reclama 


tion. I know of none, Mr. Chairman, except the statements we will 


provide. 

Senator ANDERSON. Thank you. 

Are there any other comments and/or statements? 

Senator Schoeppel? 

Senator ScnoxprEeL. I want to concur in what the mayor and 
Colonel Howse have said here and I am sure that Senator Carlson, 


who has been compelled to leave, would reiterate and conform to theif 


‘statement I made and statements made here in the record. 
Senator ANpERson. Mr. Rees, do you have anything further? 
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. 1009 Mr. Rees. Nothing further, except to express our great appreciation, 
o noor the Deering this morning. 

Of course, I concur with the mayor and former mayor in respect 

» this proposal. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am very happy to say that I appreciate the 
vearsfguct that you gentlemen have confined your statements to a reasonable 
ngth and we were able to finish it this morning. The document of 
1 mefghe city of Wichita which you have presented to the committee will 
|-yearpe printed in the record. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
whol (The statement of the city of Wichita, Kans., is as follows:) 


MATEMENT OF THE City oF WICHITA IN SupPoRT oF THE CHENEY DivIsI0N,, 
WicniTa Prosect (Kansas), SuBMitTeD By Justus H. Fucate, Mayor, anp 
A. E. Howss, Former Mayor 


SUMMARY STATEMENT 


The Cheney division, Wichita project (Kansas) is a proposed joint development 
ibtfylgpetween the United States and the city of Wichita in which the principal works. 
hogemprising a dam and reservoir would Fe constructed on the North Fork of the 
n t linnescah River some 6 miles north of Cheney, Kans., and some 25 miles west of 
yearsMfichita, Kans. The Cheney division, Wichita project (Kansas) is proposed as a 
wultiple-purpose project to provide desirable flood protection on a regional basis 
fownstream from the reservoir site to the mouth of the Ninnescah River, thereby 
0 providing opportunities on irrigation limited tracts of land downstream from 
he reservoir site. It will provide recreation benefits on a regional and an inter- 
| thatfte basis in an area largely devoid of such facilities at the present time, fish and 
ildlife cqnservation benefits of national and international significance, and an 
gently néeded additional source of water supply for the city of Wichita. 
The Ninnescah River originates in central Kansas as a tributary of the Arkansas 
liver, an interstate navigable water, which in turn is a tributary of the Mississippi 
rmanmiver. Studies of the Ninnescah River Basin were undertaken by the Bureau of 
e city#eclamation in 1947 in connection with an inventory of the land and water re- 
“Burces of the Arkansas River Basin and were continued under the interagency 
westigations of the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins Interagency Committee 
WRRBIAC) established pursuant to the Flood Control Act of 1950. These 
’ dies Fesulted in the development of a water use and control plan for the Nin- 
ndinggmecah River Basin which would provide for utilization of the available surface 
| thatimaters as a source of regulated water supply for the city of Wichita, for irrigation 
sceiva approximately 11,000 acres of land downstream from the reservoir site and for 
"fod control, recreation, and fish and wildlife conservation benefits. 
The river basin plan contemplates the construction of multiple-purpose reser- 
irs and necessary related works at the Cheney and Murdock sites on the North 
wishaed South Forks of the Ninnesecah River, respectively. The plan is advanced 
ithe Wichita project in the interagency report of the Arkansas-White-Red 
iver Basins Inter-Agency Committee (AWRRBIAC) which report was com- 
leted in 1955 and forwarded to the Congress in 1957 for the purpose of formulat- 
ought ” a long-range plan for the development of land, water and other resource 
tentialities of the eight States lying entirely or partially within the boundaries 
these three river basins. 
aaa Both reservoirs are essential to the maximum development and protection of 
€ Wille Ninnescah River Valley. It is contemplated that both reservoirs will be 
mstructed as multiple-purpose reservoirs although overall maximum use and 
nefits may be obtained through the use of the Cheney Reservoir primarily for 
lunicipal water supply and flood control purposes and through the use of the 
uwdock Reservoir primarily for flood control and irrigation purposes. The 
heney Reservoir is expected to produce higher quality water and is located 
r andMbser to the city of Wichita, the largest urban center in the State of Kansas. 
rlson,™e Murdock Reservoir is expected to yield lesser quality water, is less accessible 
to th the city of Wichita for municipal water supply purposes because of distance 
id topography and is better suited for downstream flood control and irrigation 
irposes. through the Ninnescah River Valley. Both reservoirs would provide 


? reation and wildlife conservation benefits throughout a several State area. 
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While each reservoir could be operated separately as a multiple-purpose work 
it is clear that maximum benefits will be obtained as outlined hereinbefore andj 
consequently a two stage plan was developed for the Wichita project. The first 
stage involves construction of the Cheney division in conjunction with the urgent 
needs of the city of Wichita for the expansion of its water supply sources. Cop. 
sideration of the Murdock division will be deferred until future developments re- 
quire construction of the second stage. 

In addition to the Federal works to be constructed in connection with .the 
Cheney division, the city of Wichita intends to construct at its own expense the 
pipeline and related transmission facilities necessary to transport the water from 
the reservoir site to the city of Wichita municipal waterworks. 


Cheney Reservoir construction costs estimates 


Construction costs: 
Construction cost dam and reservoir --.......-------------- $17, 970, 000 
Cost basic recreation facilities 304, 000 


Total cost dam, reservoir, recreation and conservation facili- 
18, 274, 000 
7, 650, 000 


25, 924, 000 


City of Wichita share of construction cost: 
Reimbursable cost of reseryoir (see footnote)__._______ a ~, 022, 000 
Pipeline and transmission facilities 7, 650, 000 


Subtotal 14, 672, 000 

U.S. share of construction cost: 
Flood control ~~” 350, 000 
Fish and wildlife ~‘s, 598, 000 
Basic recreation facilities 304, 000 


Subtotal *1, 252, 000 


Total construction cost 25, 924, 000 
Federal capital costs (includes interest during construction): 1a, 
Municipal water 
Flood control 
Fish and wildlife conservation 
MCU ot ne Cua wknt he Bh grade ate cae 


Total Federal capital costs 19, 008, 000 


Note—The city of Wichita has agreed to coutract with the United States to repay an a-:ount not to 
one $7,396,000 plus interest which amount includes the $7,022,000 above plus possible cu ;, .gencies of 
374,000. 


Cheney Reservoir statistical data 


Acres surface area, top flood control pool 
Acres surface area, top water supply pool, permanent 
Acres surface area, top inviolate fish and wildlife pool 
Acre-feet storage, top flood control pool 
Acre-feet storage, top water supply pool, permanent (accumulative 

figures include 10,000 acre-feet fish and wildlife below) 154, 800 
Acre-feet storage, top inviolate fish and wildlife pool 10, 000 
Firm yield, acre-feet per year 42, 900 
Firm yield, million gallons per day 38.2 


As the result of a project reappraisal in February 1959 the Bureau of Reclama 
tion has determined that it is practicable to provide an increased annual yield 
from the reservoir by increasing the water supply pool to a total of 225,800 
acre-feet. If at any time it is desired to increase the water supply storage ¢a- 
pacity, it is engineeringly feasible to convert surcharge to water supply storage 
by providing additional spillway capacity. Deferring enlargement of the water 
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supply storage will require smaller initial investment, permit interest savings, and 
allow gerreeing. experience to be gained prior to a final determination of its 
desirability. henever it is determined desirable to make the enlargement, 
sufficient lands to permit a future water supply pool of 225,800 acre-feet may be 
urchased in fee simple. The city of Wichita and its consulting engineers concur 
in this reappraisal of engineering feasibility as determined by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 
ENGINEERING AND ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION 


Comments of the various Federal departments and agencies and river basin 
States were obtained in accordance with applicable statutes and interagency policy 
on coordination of reports. The comments indicate:°(1) essential agreement as 
to the facts, (2) general approval of the project, or (3) no objections to the proposal. 

The project has been found to be feasible from engineering and economic points 
of view by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Agencies of the State of Kansas are in general agreement with the findings of 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The city of Wichita and its consulting engineers have concurred in the reports 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The ratios of the evaluated total tangible benefits to the evaluated total tangible 
costs as reported by the Bureau of Reclamation are: 


100-year period analysis: 
III ININNEIO Ry iettecs tills ste a pian alias etek kel a 2.96 to 1 
Direct benefits only 2.90 to 1 
50-year period analysis: 
ITER Rts yet, eo et 2a doce. oS eee See sna. DEB6e 2 
Direct benefits only 2.28 to 1 


In order to participate in the Cheney division project with the United States 
and in order to place the entire municipal water supply program on a revenue bond 
basis of financing, the city of Wichita purchased the distribution system of the 

rivately owned water utility in November 1957 for approximately $30 million. 
tis the opinion of the consulting engineers, the financial analysts and the financial 
consultants retained by the city that present water rates will finance the expanded 
water supply program including the city’s portion of the cost of the Cheney 
Reservoir. 


GENERAL WATER SUPPLY SITUATION AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL 


It may be assumed that if any public body is aware of the growing water short- 
age facing this country, it is the Congress and perhaps more particularly those 
committees of the Congress concerned with water legislation. 

As the Honorable Fred G. Aandahl. Assistant Secretary of the Department of 
the Interior, is quoted in the June 16, 1958, issue of the Congressional Record, 
“The availability of water resources and the way in which they are used can 
determine the destiny of a nation and ultimately the survival of its people * * *. 
This material resource is vital to the economic vigor, the social enjoyment, the 

‘industrial capability and the defense of this Nation. No other resource tran- 
scends the importance of out water resources * * *. The estimated withdrawal 
of water in 1955 was 240 billion gallons per day. Surface water sources supplied 
about 80 percent and ground water sources supplied 20 percent of the total. By 
1975 with a population of 220 million people we may be withdrawing for use as 
much as 440 billion gallons a day of this precious resource * * *, The present 
upper limit of our water supply is the average runofi of nearly 1,200 billion gallons 
aday * * On the whole then, the water supply of the country is adequate 
but because the supply is variable in time, in place and in quality, the national 
and yearly averages do not reveal the cold fact that many localities and regions 
have supply problems * * *. Water quality is another principal element of 
the problem * * *. Salt, silt, and industrial and domestic pollution cause water 
shortages just as effectively as does drought * * *. Despite the growth in the 
number of industries and communities which are treating their waterborne wastes, 
our surface waters are being polluted at an intolerable rate * * *. The treat- 
ment of waste is a most effective form of water reclamation * * *. In the 
Arkansas-White-Red River Basin, wide seasonal and yearly variations in the 
surface water supply are characteristic. Without reservoir storage, only a 
nominal percentage of the gross supply would be available for use.”’ 
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As the Honorable Mike Mansfield, Senator from Montana, is quoted in the 
January 27, 1959, Congressional Record, ‘‘There is not now under construction 
or even planned for construction by all public and private agencies combined water 
resource projects that will provide the amount of water of acceptable quality that 
we will require in 1975. Our present population of 175 million is expected to 
reach 225 million by 1975 and to reach 245 million by 1980. Even at the present 
rate of per capita water use, this population increase would of itself strain our 
ability to meet water requirements. However, alternative reports have demon- 
strated that per capita water use will rise approximately 25 percent reflecting 
both the rising standard of individual living and the increased use of water in 
industry. 

“The quantity required is one aspect of the water resources problem. Another 
important aspect is the quality of water. Technical experts warn us that water 
quality deteriorates with population and industrial expansion. They point out 
that untreated industrial wastes now pouring daily into streams are equal to the 
sewage produced by 110 million people or double the 1920 rate. Officials of the 
Public Health Service estimate that pollution is costing us at least $1 billion per 
year. 

“Still other important aspects of the water resources problem * * * are wildlife 
and recreation which are closely dependent upon wise conservation and develop- 
ment of water resources. 

‘‘All aspects of the water resources problem—adequate quantity and acceptable 
quality for population and economic expansion, wildlife, recreation * * * power, 
irrigation, flood control, and navigation * * * all these must be fitted together 
in our water resources program.” 

Reservoir sites are few and far between and once used are gone. Floyd E, 
Dominy, Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, testified at some length 
before the House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee on February 17, 
1959, stressing the importance of the construction of multiple-purpose reservoirs 
and the maximum use of reservoir sites. Commissioner Dominy stated that the 
Bureau of Reclamation in the light of experience and with the benefit of hindsight 
would today construct many of their reservoirs on a different basis. It is clearly 
not in the public interest to permit local units of government to develop reservoir 
sites at less than their maximum capacity nor in a manner inconsistent with an 
overall river basin plan. Conversely it is clear also that local units of govern- 
ment cannot afford nor should they be required to develop maximum use multiple- 
purpose reservoirs from which substantial benefits accrue on a regional and inter- 
state basis to users other than the local municipality. 


GENERAL WATER SUPPLY SITUATION OF CITY OF WICHITA 


Generally speaking, the city of Wichita is in the same position with respect to 
water supply as is reflected by the national picture. 

Presently water is being secured from the underflow of the Arkansas River in 
or near the city limits, from water wells installed in a natural ground water res- 
ervoir known as the Equus beds located some 25 miles northwest of the city limits 
and from emergency wells, reserve wells, ditches, and sand pits located between 
these two extreme points. The ground water reservoir located in the Equus beds 
area is a common source of water supply for some 25 cities, towns and villages, 
numerous large industrial users and an agricultural population using water for 
domestic and irrigation purposes. 

In 1952 the city decided to extend its water supply well field in the Equus beds 
ground water reservoir and immediately encountered such a volume and variety 
of litigation as to keep the city involved in the State district courts, the Kansas 
State Supreme Court, the Federal district courts, the U.S. Court of Appeals and 
the U.S. Supreme Court. The extensive litigation continues and no end to the 
litigation is in sight. Since the ground water resources cannot be depended upon 
to meet its long-term needs the city has participated in the proposed development 
of an entirely new water supply source in the plan for the Cheney division Wichita 
project. 

Municipal water supply problems reached a critical peak in the summer of 
1954. With an actual demand of 62 million gallons per day as contrasted with 
a theoretical emergency supply of 70 million gallons per day available on a tem- 
porary (3 day) basis from all known local sources, and as contrasted with a longer 
term supply of 50-55 million gallons per day, it became necessary to close certain 
large industrial plants, to enact severe water conservation ordinances, and to 
patrol the streets with all available police and fire equipment in the interest of 
public safety, education, and ordinance enforcement. 
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Although we have experienced substantial rainfall during the last two successive 
summers with some resulting diminution in water usage, the fact remains that 
we have also experienced an increase of 16 percent in the number of customers 
grved by our municipal water system. Statistically speaking and based on the 
yerages of projected water usage, the city of Wichita is on “borrowed time” 
insofar aS its water supply sources are concerned until the proposed Cheney divi- 
jon Wichita project can be constructed. 


RELATIONSHIP OF CITY OF WICHITA TO ENTIRE STATE OF KANSAS AND NATION 


The city of Wichita, located approximately in the center of the State of Kansas, 
comprises the largest urban population center in the State and serves as the eco- 
nomic hub for a trading area extending 150 miles in every direction. 

Wichita maintains the essential markets for grain, oil, and livestock gathered 
from our trading area at large far beyond the city limits. 

Wichita comprises approximately 10 percent of the population of the entire 
State, produces a disproportionately large amount of income for the State and 
Federal Governments through sales taxes, income taxes and other forms of 
revenue and furnishes employment for thousands of residents of the metropolitan 
area who migrate daily to and from the great aircraft plants and other local 
industries. ; 

Wichita is of extreme importance to the Nation in its production of military 
aircraft for defense purposes, and is the home of Beech, Cessna, and Boeing, the 
latter now being the sole source of the B—52 airplane, presently the basis of our 
first line of defense. 

The Federal Government through its various departments and agencies has a 
capital investment approximating $500 million in the Wichita area in Government- 
owned defense production facilities and in the McConnell Air Force Base operated 
by the Strategic Air Command. 

Construction of the Cheney Reservoir would provide additional water supply 
and an alternate supply to the present single source serving this important eco- 
nomie and defense area. 


SUMMARY OF FEDERAL WATER POLICY AND LEGISLATION ! 


The Cheney division Wichita project is consistent generally with Federal policy 
and legislation: (1) The river basin and regional approach as recommended by 
the various Presidential advisory commissions on water resources policy, (2) the 
partnership or joint development approach as recommended by various Presiden- 
tial advisory commissions on water resources policy, (8) the various river basin 
reports authorized by the Congress on the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins, 
(4) the various reclamation legislation enacted by the Congress, (5) the various 
flood-control legislation enacted by the Congress, (6) the various water power 
legislation enacted by the Congress, (7) the various soil conservation legislation 
enacted by the Congress, (8) the various water pollution legislation enacted by 
the Congress, (9) the various fish and wildlife conservation legislation enacted by 
the Congress, (10) certain interstate river compacts authorized by the Congress, 
and (11) certain river basin agreements authorized by interagency river basin 
committees. 

FEDERAL AND STATE INTERAGENCY CLEARANCE 


In accordance with established Federal interagency agreements, the following 
Federal and State agencies concerned, and the river basin States concerned have 
been given an opportunity to review and to comment upon the proposed Cheney 
division Wichita project report: 

1, Department of Labor, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Employment Security. 
Bureau of Employment Security, regional office, Kansas City; and Bureau of 
Employment Security, AWRRBIAC representative, Dallas. 

2. Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Public Roads; and 
Coast and Geodetic Survey. Department of Commerce, regional office, Kansas 
City; Bureau of Public Roads, regional office, Kansas City; Bureau of Public 
ge Kansas office, Topeka; and Weather Bureau, AWRRBIAC representative, 

ort Worth. 

3. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Forest Service, Agricul- 
tural Research Administration, and Soil Conservation Service. Kansas State 
Conservationist, Salina; Department of Agriculture, Technical Unit, Lincoln; and 
Department of Agriculture, AWRRBIAC representative, Tulsa. 

C-_ 


' See appendix for summary list of reports and legislation. 
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4. The Federal Power Commission, Washington, D.C.; the Federal Powe 
Commission, Regional office, Fort Worth; and the Federal Power Commissio, 
AWRRBIAC representative, Fort Worth. 

5. Department of Defense, Washington, D.C., Corps of Engineers. Corps of 
Engineers, Southwest Division Office, Dallas; Corps of Engineers, district office 
Tulsa; and Corps of Engineers, AWRRBIAC representative, Dallas. 

6. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C.; Public 
Health Service. Public Health Service, regional office, Kansas City; Public 
Health Service, regional office, Dallas; Public Health Service, AWRRBIAC 
representative, Dallas; the Communicable Disease Center, Logan Field; and 
the Taft Sanitary Engineering Center, Cincinnati. 

7. Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Reclamation, # 
National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, and Geological Survey. Fish 
and Wildlife, regional office, Albuquerque; Bureau of Reclamation, Chief Engi- 
neer’s Office, Denver; Bureau of Reclamation, regional office, Amarillo; Bureay 
of Reclamation, area office, Oklahoma; and Bureau of Indian Affairs, AWRRBIAC 
representative, Muskogee. 

8. The State of Texas: The Governor and the Texas Board of Water Engincers, 
‘ 9. "lan State of Oklahoma: The Governor and the Oklahoma Water Resources 

oard. 

10. The State of New Mexico: The Governor and the New Mexico State 
engineer. 

11. The State of Colorado: The Governor and the Colorado Water Conserva- 
tion Board. 

12. The State of Kansas: The Governor; the Kansas State Water Resources 
Board; the Kansas State Water Resources Board, AWRRBIAC representative: 
the Kansas State Geological Survey; the Kansas State Department of Labor: 
the Kansas State Forestry, Fish, and Game Commission; the Kansas State Park 
and Recreation Commission; the Kansas State Board of Health; the Kansas 
State Highway Commission; the Kansas State Board of Agriculture; and the 
Kansas State Agricultural College. 

13. The State of Missouri: The Division of, Resources and Development, 
AWRRBIAC representative. 

14. The State of Louisiana: The Louisiana Department of Public Works, 
AWRRBIAC representative. 

15. The State of Arkansas: The Governor and the Arkansas Geological and 
Conservation Commission, AWRRBIAC representative. 


THE PROPOSED REPAYMENT CONTRACT 


A proposed contract has been negotiated between the city of Wichita and the 
United States providing for repayment to the Federal Government of that por- 
tion of the project cost allocated to municipal water supply. The city of Wichita 
and the Bureau of Reclamation are in accord as to the terms and conditions of 
the proposed contract and the Board of Commissioners of the city of Wichita 
has approved by formal resolution the proposed contract as to form and substance 
which its mayor is authorized to sign as soon as the contract has been approved 
by the Secretary of the Interior following the authorization by the Congress of 
the Cheney division Wichita project. 

The proposed contract is, for practical purposes, the standard Bureau of Recla- 
mation contract used in other reclamation projects throughout the country except 
for those provisions applicable to water revenue bond financing instead of general 
obligation bond financing. The investment of the Federal Government is secured 
beyond question. The city has pledged the receipts from the sale of water from 
all sources (rather than from the Cheney division reservoir only) and under the 
terms of the covenants supporting some $40 million amount of water revenue 
bonds the annual Federal payments are classified as operating expenses and are 
preferred as to payment even before debt service requirements. The entire water 
system is now municipally owned and operated as an established going business 
with some 70,000 customers and annual revenues in excess of $4 million. 

The proposed rate of repayment is reasonable and well within the ability of the 
city to pay, and consequently no unusual contract provisions have been made 
for debt retirement. 

The proposed term of repayment is reasonable and is provided for on a 40-year 
period rather than the maximum 50-year period. No provision has been made for 
so-called free time during any portion of the repayment period. 

The proposed rate of interest to be paid by the city of Wichita is reasonable. 
H.R. 4606 and S. 1092 provide for an interest rate certified by the Secretary of the 
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division project and thereafter adjusted to the nearest 

imilar interest rate provisions apply in numerous other 

eclamation projects—i.e., the Ventura project, the San Angelo project and the 

Washita project. The interest rate as proposed by H.R. 4606 is in general agree- 

nent with the interest rate policy enunciated in the Omnibus Act of 1958 of which 
‘itle III is known as the Water Supply Act of 1958. 

The project is a joint venture between the city of Wichita and the United 
States in which the city assumes its proportionate share of the risk and repays with 
interest the total cost allocated to municipal water supply, thus thereafter remov- 
‘Ming the Federal Government from the municipal water supply business in this 

roject. 

Phe proposed contract recognizes the equity in and makes provisions for the 
permissive sale of water for irrigation purposes from the municipal water supply 
pool temporarily surplus to the needs of the city. 

The proposed contract provides that the city will construct at its own expense 
the pipeline and related transmission facilities necessary to deliver the municipal 
water supply from the reservoir site to the city, and that such construction will be 
undertaken by the city concomitantly with the construction of the Cheney Dam 
land Reservoir by the Federal Government. 

The city has agreed to operate and to maintain the reservoir. Federal portions 
of the operation and maintenance costs attributed to nonreimbursable functions 
will be capitalized and credited to the account of the city. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR FEDERAL PARTICIPATION 


The principle of Federal participation in water reservoir projects has long been 
recognized by the Congress for a variety of reasons: 

1. Legal limitations at the local level—The city has been advised by counsel 
that it has no authority at the present time: (1) to construct water reservoir 
works on a tributary of an interstate navigable river or (2) to condemn the rights- 
of-way of five Federal-aid highways that must be located outside the proposed 
reservoir site. 

2. Necessity for maximum use of reservoir sites—As has been pointed out 
previously herein and as has been recognized increasingly during the past two 
decades by the Congress, it is imperative that scarce reservoir sites be developed 
to their maximum use with multiple-purpose projects if a critical water shortage 
is to be avoided in this country. The public interest is not served by permitting 
any organization of government at the local level to underdevelop reservoir sites 
with improvements that will prevent maximum use at a later date. 

3. Necessity for developing reservoir sites to conform to river basin or regional 
plan.—It has been recognized increasingly in the past two decades by the Congress 
that water resource plans must be predicated on the river basin or regional 
approach. It is impossible for any local unit of government to develop an 
entire river basin by itself. Conversely, it is not in the public interest to permit 
or to encourage local units of government to develop reservoir works except as 
they are an integral part of an overall river basin plan. 

4. Economic limitations at the local level—If we accept the thesis that water 
reservoirs must be developed to their maximum use in accordance with river 
basin planning, it becomes clear that benefits of irrigation, flood control, recreation, 
tonservation, and even water supply itself will accrue to a regional or interstate 
area and not alone to a local unit of government. Again Congress has recognized 
the necessity of participating in nonreimbursable functions in connection with 
reservoir projects. In the case of the Cheney division Wichita project, the bene- 
fits of irrigation, flood control, conservation, and recreation will accrue throughout 
in area far beyond the corporate limits of the city of Wichita. Even with respect 
to the municipal water supply portion of the Cheney division, the city of Wichita 
will be discharging for the benefit of downstream users some 50 million gallons 
of water per day for which volume of water the city proposes to reimburse the 
Federal Government. 

5. Economic advantages of Federal assistance—Conversely, the development of 
maximum use multiple-purpose reservoirs results in economic benefits accruing 
to the Federal Government in an amount approximating $2 for each $1 of Federal 
cost. For example, there will be realized some $12.9 million in capitalized flood 
control benefits for a nonreimbursable cost of some $6.4 million. Fish and wild- 
life conservation benefits approximating $10.6 million will follow a Federal ex- 
penditure approximating $4.6 million. Recreation benefits are estimated to 
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exceed the estimated cost of $0.3 million. The partnership policy in the develo 
ment of water reservoir projects represents a bercficial solution for both loca] 
and Federal interests. 


REASON FOR FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN RECLAMATION PROJECT 


It might be well to recognize that some question may arise as to the use of 
reclamation legislation for a project in which municipal water supply plays such 
an important part. We believe the following facts are pertinent. 

Kansas was one of the original 16 States included in the basic Reclamation 
Act of 1902. Kansas has paid certain proceeds from the sale of its public lands 
into the Federal reclamation fund. Historically, reclamation activities and the 
development of water resources for beneficial purposes have been synonymous 
throughout the West for the past 50 years. 

The city of Wichita has had a fine relationship since 1906 with the Geological 
Survey in the U.S. Department of the Interior. Land and water resources studies 
of the Arkansas and Ninnescah River Basins were initiated by the Bureau of 
Reclamation in 1947 and were continued through the activity of the Arkansas. 
White-Red River Basins Inter-Agency Committee (AWRRBIAC) established 
pursuant to the Flood Control Act of 1950. Formal studies with respect to 
municiapl water supply sources were requested from the Bureau of Reclamation 
by the city of Wichita in 1951 and such studies have continued to date. 

In connection with the long-range planning for the development of water 
resources in the Arkansas River Basin and in order to obtain a detailed analysis 
of the problem and an estimate of future water needs, the Bureau of Reclamation 
negotiated a contract with the bureau of business research of the University of 
Kansas for preparation of a report, ‘‘Water Requirements Survey in the Wichita- 
Hutchinson Trading Area,’’ which report was completed in November 1952. 

The policy question involved in the use of reclamation legislation for municipal 
water supply purposes was directed formally to the Secretary of the Interior by 
the city on two occasions in 1955 when $10,000 and $40,000, respectively, in 
municipal funds were advanced on a cooperative basis for geologic studies and for 
the preparation of a feasibility report. On both occasions the then Secretary 
of the Interior (McKay) ruled affirmatively that the Cheney division Wichita 
project constituted a proper use of reclamation legislation and funds. During 
the period of our inquiry, Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay was also the 
Chairman of the Cabinet Committee on Water Resources Policy as established 
by President Eisenhower on May 26, 1954. 

During the course of our joint investigation of the feasibility of the Cheney 
division project, the policy question with respect to the use of reclamation legis- 
lation was raised in 1957 with Assistant Secretary of the Interior Fred G. Aandahl 
and was raised again in 1958 with Secretary of the Interior Fred M. Seaton. On 
both occasions, the Assistant Secretary and the Secretary ruled affirmatively 
concerning the propriety of the use of reclamation legislation and funds for con- 
struction of the Cheney division project. 

Similarly on two other occasions in 1957 and 1958, respectively, the matter 
was discussed informally with appropriate officials of the Bureau of the Budget 
who advised the city of Wichita ‘‘not to shop around but to stay with the project 
in the Bureau of Reclamation.” 

As a result of these inquiries, we believe that we have been advised authori- 
tatively on this subject. 

An examination of the record indicates that contrary to certain opinion, the 
Bureau of Reclamation is very active in the municipal water supply field. Com- 
missioner Dominy testified in February 1959 before the House Irrigation and 
Reclamation Subcommittee that the Bureau of Reclamation delivered 850,000 
acre-feet of water or some 278 billion gallons of water in 1957 to more than 200 
municipalities of which the greater number were in the metropolitan water 
district of California with some 74 other cities scattered through the 17 Western 
States. It may be appropriate to cite here for the record some of the reclamation 
projects where municipal water supply is of prime importance: Dickinson project, 
North Dakota; Washita project, Oklahoma; Provo River project, Utah; San 
Diego Aqueduct project, California; San Angelo project, Texas; Rapid City 
project, South Dakota; Canadian River project, Texas; and Santa Margarita 
project, California. 

As we have discussed this matter of policy with various Members of the Cov- 
gress and as we have examined the record of committee hearings, conference 
reports and the various other actions taken by the Congress, we believe there 8 
very little, if any, difference today between the Bureau of Reclamation legislation 
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and the Corps of Engineers legislation with respect to municipal water supply 
matters. The critical situation in this country with respect to water and the 
absolute necessity of developing scarce reservoir sites with maximum use multiple- 
purpose reservoirs make it almost impossible to distinguish between the basic 
types of projects. 

Certainly title III of the omnibus bill of July 3, 1958, attempts to clarify the 
matter by declaring it to be ‘‘the policy of the Congress to recognize the primary 
responsibilities of the State and local interests in developing water supplies for 
domestic, municipal, industrial, and other purposes and that the Federal Govern- 
ment should participate and cooperate with the State and local interests in de- 
veloping such water supplies in connection with the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of Federal navigation, flood control, irrigation, or multiple-purpose 
projects. In carrying out the policy set forth in this section, it is hereby provided 
that storage may be included in any reservoir project surveyed, planned, con- 
structed, or to be planned, surveyed, and/or constructed by the Corps of Engineers 
or the Bureau of Reclamation to impound water for present or anticipated future 
demand or need for municipal or industrial water and the reasonable value thereof 
may be taken into account in estimating the economic value of the entire project.” 

The recent opinion of the Attorney General of the United States in which he has 
ruled that irrigation water sold from Army reservoirs must be sold in compliance 
with reclamation law would seem to place both the administration and the Con- 

ress close together on this subject of the respective water responsibilities of the 
ureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. 

As Assistant Secretary of the Interior Aandahl stated before the National 
Rivers and Harbors Congress in May 1958, the estimated withdrawal of water 
in 1955 was 240 billion gallons per day and by 1975 we may be withdrawing 440 
billion gallons per day of this precious resource. As Senator Mansfield of Mon- 
tana advised the Senate on January 27, 1959, when he spoke in behalf of S. 148 
to create a temporary select committee on water resources ‘‘There is not now 
under construction or planned for construction by public and private agencies 
combined water resource projects that will provide daily 350 billion gallons of 
water of acceptable quality.”” The 350 billion gallons per day was Senator 
Mansfield’s estimate of our national water use in 1975. It is possible that in- 
creased water needs may make necessary additional legislation of a type similar 


to H.R. 11544 as proposed on March 20, 1958, by the Honorable Clair Engle, then 
chairman of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee and now the 
distinguished Senator from California. It is our opinion, concurred in by the 
Solicitor of the Department of the Interior and approved as a policy matter by 
the Secretary of the Interior that the Cheney Division Wichita project is com- 
patible with the use of present reclamation legislation and funds. 


ACTIONS TAKEN BY THE CITY OF WICHITA 


In connection with the joint investigation and planning of the Cheney Division 
project with the Bureau of Reclamation, it should be pointed out that the city of 
Wichita has borne its share of the responsibility and has taken every single action 
that it could have taken in support of the project up to the present time. 

1. The city has participated with the Geological Survey on a cooperative basis 
since 1938 in connection with ground water investigations. 

2. The city has been cooperating with the Bureau of Reclamation since 1947 in 
an evaluation of available water supply resources. 

3. The city took formal action in 1951 advising the Bureau of Reclamation as 
to its needs in respect to additional sources of municipal water and requesting the 
Bureau to consider the needs of the city in connection with planning then under- 
way. 
4. The city took formal action in 1952 requesting consulting engineers to develop 
along-range water supply program. The ensuing recommendations were adopted 
and the initial steps with respect to pipelines and wells to be constructed in the 
Equus beds ground water reservoir were carried out. 

5. The city formed a Mayor’s Advisory Committee in early 1955 and its recom- 
mendations with respect to the Cheney Reservoir were adopted formally by the 
city commission. 

6. The city requested the Bureau of Reclamation in the spring of 1955 to make 
& reconnaissance report on the proposed Cheney Reservoir which report was 
issued by the Bureau in July 1955. 

7. The city retained independent consulting engineers to evaluate the July 
1955 reconnaissance report issued by the Bureau of Reclamation with the result 
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that the Bureau of Reclamation was requested to make a further geologic invest). 
gation. 

8. The city of Wichita appropriated $10,000 on a contributing basis for 
Bureau of Reclamation geologic report which was issued in October 1955. 

9. The city of Wichita requested the Wichita Water Co., a subsidiary of the 
American Waterworks Co., and the local utility operating the water distribution 
system, to develop a long-range water supply plan. 

10. The report of the Wichita Water Co. and/or the American Waterworks (Co, 
was issued in November 1955 and submitted by the city of Wichita to its consulting 
engineers for review and comment. The city’s consulting engineers’ report issued 
in December 1955 concurred in the findings of the reconnaissance and geologic 
reports of the Bureau of Reclamation, recommended the construction of the 
Cheney Reservoir as a joint venture with the Bureau of Reclamation and recom. 
mended the construction of a pipeline and related transmission works by the 
city from the reservoir site to the city waterworks plant. 

11. The city of Wichita appropriated $40,000 in the early spring 1956 on a 
contributing funds basis for a feasibility report to be prepared by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. The preliminary draft of the feasibilitv report was made available 
in November 1956 and was cleared at the field level with the Federal departments 
and agencies and States concerned under the Interagency Agreement. 

12. The consulting engineers retained by the city concurred in the Bureau of 
Reclamation feasibility report. 

13. The mayor of the city of Wichita formally accepted the feasibility report 
and also concurred therein in December 1956 officially in behalf of the city. 

14. The final draft of the Bureau of Reclamation feasibility report was issued 
in February 1957, transmitted by the region 5 director to the Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Reclamation in Washington, who concurred in the report and for- 
warded it to the Secretary of the Interior for his formal review. The city of 
aoe assisted in informal approval and clearance of the report by the regional 

irector. 

15. The city of Wichita held a public hearing and full review on September 7, 
1956, at which time every phase of the proposed long-range water supply program 
for the city was reviewed and discussed by the financial consultants, special water 
counsel, special bond counsel, financial analysts, consutling engineers, appraisal 
engineers, and the professional staff members of the city. Recommendations 
included plans for revenue bond financing of all municipal water activities, the 
purchase of the distribution properties of the Wichita Water Co., the conversion 
of temporary notes to revenue bonds, the construction of the Cheney Reservoir 
as a joint venture with the Bureau of Reclamation, the construction by the city of 
the pipeline and related transmission facilities from the reservoir site to the 
municipal waterworks of the city, and the construction of emergency and reserve 
wells as an interim source of water supply. 

16. In more than 100 actions of extensive litigation in the State district courts, 
State supreme court, Federal district courts, Federal court of appeals, and the 
U.S. Supreme Court, the city was successful in upholding the constitutionality of 
the Kansas State water law and the city’s right to develop and operate a municipal 
waterworks system. 

17. The question of financial participation in the construction of the Cheney 
Reservoir was submitted to the electorate on November 6, 1956, and was over- 
whelmingly approved. 

18. The question of the purchase of the distribution properties of the Wichita 
Water Co. was submitted to the electorate on November 6, 1956, and was over- 
whelmingly approved. 

19. The question of the construction of the pipeline and transmission facilities 
from the Cheney Reservoir to the city was submitted to the electorate on No- 
vember 6, 1956, and was overwhelmingly approved. 

20. The city obtained enabling legislation from the 1957 session of the State 
legislature permitting the conversion of temporary notes to revenue bond financ- 
ing, permitting the purchase of the local water utility properties and granting 
authority to the Board of Commissioners of the City of Wichita to contract with 
the Federal Government for the construction of the Cheney Reservoir project. 

21. The city has applied for appropriate water rights in connection with the 
Cheney Reservoir site as required by Kansas water law. Conflicting claims have 
been dismissed by the appropriate State agency and the city has been granted 
until December 31, 1960, to commence construction of the reservoir. 

22. The city has purchased the distribution properties of the local water utility 
for goin wagon $30 million and has financed the purchase by the issuance and 
sale of water revenue bonds. 
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23. The city has adopted a formal resolution approving a proposed repayment 
contract in form and substance generally satisfactory to the Secretary of the 
Interior covering the reimbursable portion of the reservoir costs allocated to 
municipal water supply purposes. 

24. The city has adopted a formal resolution tendering the management of the 
Cheney Reservoir for fish and wildlife conservation and recreation purposes to 
the Kansas Forestry, Fish, and Game Commission and/or the Kansas State Park 
Commission as may be determined by the Governor of the State of Kansas. 

25. The city has adopted a 12 point pollution abatement program in compliance 
with requirements of the Kansas State Board of Health, is now constructing some 
$6.5 million of additional primary and secondary sewage treatment works, has 
adopted the appropriate environmental sanitation, sewer use and pollution abate- 
ment ordinances and is now in compliance with the requirements of the Kansas 
State Board of Health as supported by the Federal Public Health Service. 

26. The city has adopted appropriate water conservation ordinances designed 
to conserve its water supply. 

27. The city has adopted experimental recharge procedures in cooperation with 
the appropriate agencies of the State of Kansas in an attempt to develop an 
orderly process of recharge of the municipal well field area in the ground water 
reservoir located northwest of the city. 

28. In connection with the maximum use policy, the city has approved the 
February 1959 reappraisal of the Cheney division project as made by the Bureau 
of Reclamation on the basis of experience since the 1957 feasibility report was 
issued. 

CHENEY RESERVOIR PROJECT ENDORSEMENT 


The Cheney Reservoir project has received unprecedented and wholehearted 
support not only in Wichita but throughout the entire State of Kansas and the 
surrounding area. 

The Cheney division project has been approved overwhelmingly at the polls in 
the city of Wichita in a special election; has been approved by the city of Wichita 
mayor's advisory committee on water problems; has been approved by the 
Wichita Civic Counsel, an organization comprising the presidents of more than 
100 local civic, business, labor, and religious organizations; has been approved by 
five consecutive city commissions since the project was first reeommended in 1952 
by the city’s consulting engineers; has been approved by 10 former mayors of 
Wichita; has been approved by the Governor of the State of Kansas after clearance 
through the various State agencies concerned; has been cleared officially through 
the Federal departments and agencies concerned in the Arkansas-White-Red River 
Basins Inter-Agency Committee (AWRRBIAC); has been cleared officially 
through the river basin States concerned in the Arkansas-White-Red River 
Basins Inter-Agency Committee (AWRRBIAC); and is supported on a bipartisan 
basis by members of both political parties comprising the entire congressional 
delegation from Kansas. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 


The Cheney division Wichita project, Kansas has been proposed in the Congress 
of the United States by the following legislation: H.R. 7969 dated June 6, 1957, 
85th Congress, 1st session; S. 2209 dated June 5, 1957, 85th Congress, Ist session; 
H.R. 4606 dated February 17, 1959, 86th Congress, Ist session; S. 1092 dated 
February 17, 1957, 86th Congress, Ist session. 


APPENDIX 
SUMMARY OF FEDERAL WATER POLICY AND LEGISLATION 


The Cheney division Wichita project is consistent generally with: 

(1) The river basin approach recommended by the report of the President’s 
ieier Resources Policy Commission established by Executive Order 10095 in 

(2) The river basin and regional approach as well as the partnership policy 
reeommended by the President’s Advisory Committee on Water Resources 
established by the President’s directive dated May 26, 1954, and whose report 
was issued on December 22, 1955, forwarded to Congress by the President on 
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January 17, 1956, and published as House Document No. 315 of the 84th Cop. 
gress, 2d session in 1956; 
(3) Various river basin reports authorized by the Congress as follows: 

(a) White River Report House Document 102 dated March 30, 1932: 

(b) Arkansas River Report House Document 308 dated August 24, 1935; 

(c) Red River Report House Document 378 dated January 3, 1936: 

(d) Arkansas River Basin Report House Document 447 dated February 
22, 1944; 

0. Arkansas River Basin Report House Document 758 dated July 30, 

4 

( f) Arkansas-White-Red River Basins Inter-Agency Committee Report 
Senate Document 13 dated January 30, 1957. 

(4) Various reclamation legislation as follows: 

(a) The Homestead Act of 1862 which provided for the homesteading of 
certain public lands; 

(b) The Water Right-of-Way Act of July 26, 1866, which provided rights. § 
of-way over public lands for irrigation purposes; 

(c) The Irrigation Reporting Act of 1873 which established a Board to 
investigate a system of irrigation in the San Joaquin, Tulare, and Sacramento 
Valleys of California which Board recommended Federal survey of irrigable 
acres and potential canals; 

(d) The First Desert Land Act of 1877 which authorizes the sale of certain 
public land in the West at $1.25 per acre if irrigation was furnished within 3 
years; 

(e) The Territorial Irrigation Act of August 30, 1890, which provided for 
easements and rights-of-way for the irrigation and reclamation of arid lands; 

(f) The Carey Land Act of 1894 which provided for the donation of. public 
desert land to each of the public land States for sale in 160-acre tracts for 
irrigation and settlement; 

(g) The Reclamation Act of June 17, 1902, as amended, which provides the 
basic authority for the operation of the Bureau of Reclamation in its con- 
struction of irrigation works for the reclamation of arid lands; 

(h) The Reclamation Indian Lands Act of April 21, 1904, which provided 
for the reclamation and disposal of irrigable lands in certain reservations; 

(i) The Reclamation Extension Act of February 25, 1905, which extended 
the original Reclamation Act to the Rio Grande Basin in Texas; 

(j) The Town Sites and Power Development Act of April 16, 1906, which 
permitted the Secretary of the Interior to contract for municipal water on 
reclamation projects; 

(k) The Reclamation Project Financing Act of June 25, 1910, which 
authorized advances from the Treasury in addition to reclamation funds to 
complete projects underway; 

(1) The Warren Act of February 21, 1911, which authorizes the Federal 
Government to contract for impounding and storing water in cooperation 
with reclamation projects; 

(m) The Reclamation Extension Act of August 13, 1914, which extended 
the repayment period on irrigation projects from 10 years to 20 years; 

(n) The Fact Finders Act of December 5, 1924, which provides for engi- 
purine and cost studies and findings of feasibility by the Secretary of the 

nterior; 

(0) Reclamation and Classification Act of May 25, 1926, which provides 
for variable payments in connection with the use of water from reclamation 
projects; 

(p) The Reclamation Act of August 4, 1939, which authorized the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to introduce contracts for municipal water supply pur- 
poses and provided for nonreimbursable allocations to flood control and to 
navigation; 

(gq) The Water Conservation Act of August 11, 1939, which authorizes 
water conservation projects in the Great Plains and semiarid areas of the 
United States: 

(r) The Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, which provides the basic 
general authority for the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of irrigation 
waters impounded in Corps of Engineers reservoirs; 

(s) The Water Facilities Act of August 17, 1954, which éxtends authoriza- 
tion for water conservation projects to the entire United States and its 
Territories; 
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(t) The omnibus bill of July 3, 1958, of which title III known as the Water 
Supply Act of 1958 as quoted from Senate Report No. 1710 dated June 14, 
1958, provides as follows: ‘‘Title III provides for the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation to include storage for immediate and future water 
supply in Federal navigation, flood control, irrigation or multiple-purpose 
projects on a basis which will permit the Federal Government and local inter- 
ests to share equitably in the benefits of multiple-purpose construction. 
This title also provides that storage may be included in any reservoir project 
surveyed, planned, constructed, or to be planned, surveyed and/or constructed 
by these agencies. 

“The committee considers title III to be one of the most important parts 
of the bill because of the increasingly acute water shortages which are 
developing not only in the more arid sections of the country but also in humid 
areas * * * The committee believes that title III provides the framework 
within which the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation may 
proceed to develop the best overall use of water resources in river basins in 
the service of water supply and other needs.”’ 

(5) Various flood control legislation as follows: 

(a) The River and Harbor Act of May 24, 1824, which authorized investi- 
gation and improvement of waters for navigation and other purposes; 

(b) The Mississippi River Survey Act of 1850 which authorized a survey 
to — the most practical plan of flood control for the Mississippi River 
Valley; 

(c) The Mississippi River Commission Act of June 28, 1879, which estab- 
lished the Mississippi River Commission to investigate navigation and flood 
conditions; 

(d) The California Debris Commission Act of March 1, 1893, which ex- 
tended Federal interest in flood control practices beyond the Mississippi 
River Valley to California; 

(e) The River and Harbor Act of June 13, 1902, which created a Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to review all survey reports authorized by 
Congress except those reports under the jurisdiction of the Mississippi River 
Commission ; 

(f) The River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1909, which provided for the 
inclusion of waterpower data in river surveys; 

(g) The River and Harbor Act of March 4, 1913, which provided the first 
legislative basis for reports to the Congress on water resources projects and 
established the first requirement that such projects be considered on a 
comprehensive basis; 

(h) The Flood Control Act of March 1, 1917, which recognized the enlarged 
Federal concern with flood control and its close relationship to navigation 
and water resources developments; 

(1) The River and Harbor Act of June 5, 1920, which required the Chief 
of Engineers to include in survey reports his recommendations for local 
cooperation where special benefits accrued from projects; 

(7) The Flood Control Act of May 31, 1924, which authorized a river 
basin study (H. Doc. 308 dated Aug. 24, 1935) of a portion of the area later 
described as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins; 

(k) The River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1925, which authorized a river 
basin study (H. Doc. 378 dated Jan.,3, 1936) of a portion of the area later 
described as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins and which authorized an 
estimate of surveys on navigable streams in order to provide for the formu- 
lation of general plans for navigation, waterpower, flood control, and irriga- 
tion (report pursuant to this act printed as H. Doc. 308, 69th Cong.); 

(1) The River and Harbor Act of January 21, 1927, which authorized river 
basin studies (H. Doc. 308, dated Aug. 24, 1935, H. Doc. 378, dated Jan. 3, 
1936, and H. Doc. 102, dated Mar. 30, 1932) of a portion of the area later 
described as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins as recommended in House 
Document 308; 

(m) The River and Harbor Act of May 15, 1927, which authorized river 
basin studies (H. Doc. 308, dated Aug. 24, 1935, H. Doe. 378, dated Jan. 3, 
1936, and H. Doc. 102, dated Mar. 30, 1932) of a portion of the area later 
described as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins as recommended in House 
Document 308. Altogether some 200 reports were made over a 10-year 
period of virtually all the major rivers of the United States. Such reports 
were known as 308 reports and provided Congress for the basis of emergency 
relief project legislation in thé early 1930's; 





CHENEY PROJECT, KANSAS 


(n) The River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930, which authorized a river 
basin study (H. Doc. 378, dated Jan. 3, 1936) of a portion of the area later 
described as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins, which established the Beach 
Erosion Board, and which provided for shore and beach protection studies 
to be made by the Federal Government in cooperation with local interest 
with costs to be shared equally; 

(0) The River and Harbor Act of February 10, 1932, which enlarged the 
scope of Federal interest in navigation; 

(p) The River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935, which authorized g 
river basin study (H. Doc. 758, dated July 30, 1946) of a portion of the «reg 
later described as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins; 

(q) The Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, which authorized a river basin 
study (H. Doc. 758, dated July 30, 1946) of a portion of the area later described 
as Arkansas-White-Red River Basins; which act established the policy on a 
nationwide basis that ‘‘flood control on navigable waters or their tributaries 
is a proper activity of the Federal Government’’; and which act stipulated 
the A B C requirements for local cooperation: (A) that local interests would 
provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way, (B) that local interests would 
give assurances to hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
the construction works and (C) that local interests agree to maintain and to 
operate projects after construction; 

(r) The Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, which authorized further study 
in the development of a comprehensive plan for the Arkansas River Basin, 
the White River Basin and the Red River Basin (later modified by the Flood 
Control Act of 1941) and which act modified the A B C requirements above: 

(s) The Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, which amended and modified 
the comprehensive plan for the Arkansas River Basin, the White River Basin, 
and the Red River Basin as originally authorized by the Flood Control Act 
of 1938 and which act modified the A B C requirements and made them ap- 
plicable for channel and local protection projects only and not for flood con- 
trol reservoirs ; 

(4) The Fiood Control Act of December 23, 1943, which authorized further 
reports and the development of a comprehensive plan for the Arkansas River 
and its tributaries; 

(u) The Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, which provided for: 
(a) Recognition of rights and interests of States in water resources develop- 
ment, (b) authorized provision of facilities in reservoir areas for public use in- 
cluding recreation and conservation of fish and wildlife and (c) disposal of 
surplus water at reservoirs; 

(v) The River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, which recognized the 
rights of States in water development projects, which facilitate the considera- 
tion of projects on the basis of comprehensive and coordinated development 
= which provided for coordination between the Departments of War and 

nterior; 

(w) The Flood Control Act of July 24, 1946, which provided for feasibility 
reports on flood-control projects and authorized the construction of recreation 
facilities in reservoir areas; 

(x) The Flood Control Act of May 17, 1950, which authorized a compre- 
hensive study and development of a long-range plan for the water and land 
resources of the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins as a unit which study was 
begun in 1950, completed in 1955 at a cost of some $10 million and forwarded 
by the executive branch to the Congress in 1957 where it was printed as 
Senate Document 13 dated January 30, 1957; 

(y) The River and Harbor Act of June 15, 1955, which provided for in- 
vestigations of problems due to flooding in coastal areas because of hurricanes; 

(z) The River and Harbor Act of July 28, 1956, which amended previous 
acts providing for Federal participation in protection of shores that are pub- 
licly owned or used to the extent that Federal costs do not exceed one-third 
of the construction costs; 

(aa) The River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of July 3, 1958 (title 
I and title II of the omnibus bill), which clarified congressional policy with 
~espect to municipal water supply in Corps of Engineers and/or Bureau of 

.eclamation reservoirs and which authorized projects for hurricane protec- 
tion and defined a basis for Federal participation. 
(6) Various water power legislation as follows: ; 

(a) The Federal Water Power Act of June 10, 1920, as amended which 
provides the basic authority for the development of water power on navigable 
streams (including the Arkansas River). 
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(7) Various soil conservation legislation as follows: 

(a) The Soil Conservation Act of April 27, 1935, which provides for soil 
conservation service and pilot watershed programs for the protection of land 
resources against soil erosion; 

(b) The Watershed Protection Act of August 4, 1954 which amends the 
Federal soil erosion programs which are extended by the Appropriations Act 
of fiscal year 1954. 

(8) Various water pollution legislation as follows: 

(a) The Public Health Service Act of July 1, 1944, which provides the 
basic authority of the Surgeon General in matters of water purification, 
sewage treatment and pollution of lakes and streams; 

(b) The Water Pollution Control Act of June 30, 1948, which directs the 
Surgeon General to prepare and to adopt the comprehensive program of 
pollution abatement in interstate waters and which authority was extended 
by Public Law 579 of the 82d Congress; 

(c) The Water Pollution Control Act of July 17, 1952, which extends the 
Water Pollution Control Act of 1948; 

(d) The Water Pollution Control Act of July 9, 1956, which authorizes 
the Surgeon General: (1) To develop comprehensive programs for control of 
water pollution in cooperation with Federal agencies, States, interstate 
agencies, and municipalities, and (2) to adopt Federal measures to abate 
pollution in interstate waters. 

(9) Various fish and wildlife conservation legislation as follows: 

(a) The Fish and Wildlife Act of March 10, 1934, which provides the basic 
authority for conservation of fish and wildlife; 

(b) The Fish and Wildlife Act of March 14, 1946, which amends the 
authority of the original act and broadens the base of conservation partici- 

ation ; 

. (c) The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of August 12, 1958, which 
provides for interagency consultation for conservation purposes and for the 
allocation of funds for conservation benefits in water reservoir projects. 

(10) Various recreation legislation as follows: 

(a) The Outdoor Recreation Resources Act of June 28, 1958, which pro- 
vides for the establishment of a National Outdoor Recreation Resources 
Review Commission for the purpose of developing recommendations with 
respect to policies and programs to be adopted by the Congress; 

(b) The Boating Safety Act of August 12, 1958, which establishes minimum 
safety standards for the rapidly increasing boating and recreation use of 
public waters. 

(11) Various interstate river compacts and interagency and/or river basin 
committee agreements as follows: 

(a) Arkansas River interstate compact between Kansas and Colorado as 
authorized by the Arkansas River Compact Act of April 19, 1945; 

(b) Arkansas River interstate compact between Kansas and Oklahoma as 
authorized by the Kansas-Oklahoma Interstate Compact Act of August 11, 
1955. Commissioners have been appointed by both States in connection with 
the proposed interstate compact and negotiations are now underway with 
respect to compact terms; 

(c) Arkansas River interstate compact between Kansas and Arkansas 
This proposed compact was never authorized by congressional legislation and 
subsequently was split into two separate compacts (1) interstate compact 
between Kansas and Oklahoma above and (2) interstate compact between 
Arkansas and Oklahoma below for the reasons that (1) the State of Kansas 
and Arkansas are not contiguous and (2) the character of the Arkansas River 
changes as between the two States concerned; 

(d) Arkansas River interstate compact between Arkansas and Oklahoma 
as authorized by the Arkansas-Oklahoma Interstate Compact Act of June 28, 
1955. Commissioners have been appointed by both States in connection 
with the proposed interstate compact and negotiations are now under way 
with respect to compact terms; 

(e) Republican River interstate compact between Kansas, Nebraska, and 
Colorado as authorized by the Kansas, Nebraska, and Colorado Republican 
River Compact Act of May 26, 1943; 

(f) Blue River interstate compact between Kansas and Nebraska as pro- 
posed by H.R. 6231, H.R. 6236, and H.R. 6271 all introduced on April 10, 
1959, in the 86th Congress, 1st session; 
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(g) Missouri River Basin Committee comprising Kansas, Nebraska, Colg 
rado, South Dakota, Iowa, North Dakota, Wyoming, Montana, Missouri 
and Minnesota in accordance with provisions of the Flood Control Act 9 
1944, the provisions of an agreement adopted by the 1945 Federal Inter. 
Agency River Basin Committee and as chartered on November 16, 1954, by 
the Inter-Agency Committee on Water Resources (ICWR). { 


(Whereupon, the subcommittee proceeded to other business.) 








